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ABSTRACT 

This report describes the Learning Disabled College 
Writer's Project, implemented at the University of Minnesota during 
the 1985-86 school year and designed to aid learning disabled college 
students master composition skills through training in the use of 
microcomputer word processors. Following an executive summary, an 
introduction states the need for such a program, the intent of the 
program, and what it consists of. Section 1 of the report offers a 
program description, including information about microcomputer word 
processing training, the employment of microcomputers in freshman 
composition, and career exploration and transition to employment. 
Section 2 lists eight performance objectives, including (1) the 
creation of a research base, (2) curriculum design, (3) the 
identification of participants, (4) pilot offerings, (5) transition 
to employment, (6) evaluation, (7) dissemination of the findings, and 
(8) cyclic planning. Seven evaluation hypotheses are also included, 
such as the suggestion that the writing curriculiun will allow 
learning disabled studo^nts to write at levels comparable to their 
nondisabled peers, and that career networking intervention will lead 
students to report increased motivation in academic pursuits. Section 
3 contains a student profile, while Section 4 contains conclusions 
and recommendations. (Training guidelines, student comments, and 15 
tables are appended.) (JC) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMriARN 



The Learning Disabled College Writers Project was developed to aid 
learning disabled college students master composition skills through 
development of skill in the use of microcomputer word processors The 
intervention included initial training on the microcomputer, two terms of 
freshmen composition coursework with microcomputer support, and a career 
exploration component 

The Project summarized the literature on using microcomputers in 
mainstream writing instruction, characteristics of learning disabled 
students, writing instruction ff^r learning disabled students, and 
writing-related career and vocational options for learning disabled 
students The annotated bibliography, as well as papers describing the 
participants and procedures of the Project were presented at conferences, 
published in journals, and publicized as available at cost 

Wnile Project staff considered the research literature in the design of 
fhe wntitig curriculum, the major points were already included in the 
existing College composition curriculum with the exception of access to 
word processing More than 3000 students were informed of the Project, 21 
learning disabled students participated in the three sections of narrative 
composition and three sections of expository composition offered Winter 
ana Spring quarters respectively 

The two-hour training in use of microcomputer and word processing 
software appears to be necessary and sufficient to prepare students for the 
course The students held very positive opinions about the course and their 
instructors, thought they mastered the course content, and felt that the 
microcomputers made writing easier and more fun 

The learning disabled students entered the Project with writing skills 
significantly beiow those of the non-disabled students While the skills of 
Doth groups improved, the learning disabled students did not improve to the 
point that their performance was comparable with non-aisabled students as 
OPrrionsiratec or ?ta'')G3'"d'zec test situations 
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The performahce of the two groups in College coursework, however, both 
before and during the intervention, was very similar Students held a C 
average, and had an overall credit completion ratio of 86 or higher Both 
groups had a B average in the composition courses with approximately 90% 
completion 

Thirteen learning disabled students participated in the career 
exploration component The one-on-one career exploration component had 
difficulty maintaining learning disabled student involvement over the two 
quarters, a more structured approach was developed for the second year of 
the Project The computer and video career exploration tools were highly 
rated Students participating in the career component felt that it enhanced 
their motivation to do well in college 

There were no differences in self-esteem between the learnino disabled 

V 

and non-learning disabled students While tne intervention did not result in 
a significant increase in self-esteem, it did result in a significant decrease 
in writing apprehension 

Except for the over-representation of learning disabilities, the Project 
participants were very similar to the College freshmen as a whole on 
demographic characteristics Their writing skills as measured on entry 
placement tests were lower, falling at the 19th percentile rank on College 
norms They were less likely to be employed while attending college If the 
learning disabled student had a work history which required writing, they 
were likely to have had difficulty with the job because of their poor writing 
skills The learning disabled students were also less likely to indicate 
familiarity with microcomputers 
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introduction 



The Learning Disabled College Writers* Project (Project) began August I, 
1985 as a progf^m to aid leamlncj disabled college students in master/ or 
the skills required to pass Freshmen Composition with a grade of C or better 
while using a microcomputer word processor. Learning disabled students 
often have difficulty writing well enough to pass required courses in 
composition and to perform well In humanities and social science courses 
which require written reports and use essay exams. This barrier In their 
education can reduce opportunities for career success and may result In 
lowered self-esteem. The microcomputer word processor was viewed as a 
tool to help students master composition by making the physical task of 
writing and revising easier, and providing supports such as spelling checks 
and an orderly format which students can use to bypass some of the more 
apparent characteristics of their disability. If the barriers to writing well 
can be broken, barriers to college retention and academic success may be 
reduced and trdnsltlon to a career may be enhanced 

The Project Intends to Impact the professional and educational 
communities by Inaeasing attention to long-term modifications in the 
writing process for learning disabled students which v/ill promote their 
academic and occupational success. This will be accomplished through the 
annual review and synopsis of the research literature on learning 
disabilities, composition and microcomputers and the promulgation of 
articles and presentations describing the Project intervention and Its 
outcomes. It is the Intent of the Project to create an effective and 
repllcable curriculum which would build on and supplement a general 
Freshman College Composition curriculum. It Is the Intent of the Project to 
provide service Interventions which are within the reach of most 
post-secondary institutions, without requiring an extraordinary outlay In 
resources of time, equipment or staff. It !s the Intent of the Project to 
increase the fields' understanding of the communication problems of 
learning disabled students and iffective interventions while identifying key 
areas for further study. 




The Project can be viewed as consisting of two major components. One 
component Is the curriculum and services offered to students, the training 
on the microcomputer word processors, the composiMon courses, and the 
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career planning services. Tl>e emphasis is on student satisfaction with the 
Project intervention and their performance outcomes. The second 
component is the attainment of the performance and evaluation objectives, 
and the distribution of this information to the professional and educational 
communities via the synopsis of research and presentation of infof-mation 
on the Project student intervention. 

The conclusions and recommendations presented In the final section of 
the report summarize the results of the first year and suggest questions and 
Issues for consideration and implementation during the coming years of the 
Project. 
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I. Prograrii Description 



Microcomputer Word Processing Training 



The winter and spring training provided by the Project computer lab 
teaching assistarits was well received and appeared to meet the needs of 
the students. Seventy-eight students entered the Project in Winter quarter, 
1986, by enrolling in the microcomputer sections of 6C 1421, Writing 
Laboratory: Personal Writing. Seventy-five of these students completed the 
training in November or December. Eighteen students entered the LD College 
Writing Project in Spring quarter and enrolled in GC 1422, Writing 
Laboratory: Communicating in Society. Sixteen of these students completed 
the March/ April training. Students who did not complete training indicated 
they were proficient on the microcomputer and word processing software 
and did not wish to participate. 



Training Program 

The training was developed to give students an introduction to the 
microcomputers and word processing software which would be available to 
them in class and the open lab while they were in the Project, with an 
emphasis on learning the software. Students had the option of training on 
the IBM-PC, the Apple lie, or the Macintosh. The word processing software 
selected by the Project was judged by the Project staff to be *.he easiest to 
learn for these microcomputers which accomodated the course writing 
requirements. Bank Street Writer was used on the IBM and Apple lie. The 
tutorials used in the training program are training exercises created by 
Bank Street. MacWrlte was used on the Macintosh, with a tutorial created 
by Lynda Price, Project LD Specialist, particularly for use with learning 
disabled students The training syllabus is provided in Appendix A (page 
I-l). 

Training was scheduled at the convenience of the student and trainer. The 
training was a one time, one-on-one session (occasionally two students to 
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one Instructor). The student selected the machine they were Interest'^d in 
leamir>g to use; if they had no preference, thsy were randomly assigned to 
one of the three machines. Training on the Apple He generally took about 45 
minutes; the IBM, between 45 minutes and two hours; and the Macintosh, 
between one to two hours. Training took the least time on the Apple lie 
because many of the students had used this microcomputer in high school 
and Its tutorial appeared easiest for students to understand. The Macintosh 
training required additional time students to master use of the mouse. 
The IBM training included material not covered in the other training 
sessions, and the keyboard was more difficult for students because of the 
extra keys and unlabelled keys. Training generally took place in the 
Project's computer lab Training for the Winter quarter class was hampered 
by remodeling efforts in the computer lab (painting during some training 
sessions), and the need to use other University microcomputer facilities due 
to the late delivery of the IBM's. 

The trainer was available to orient the student to the computer and 
software at the start of the training, and to help them if they had a 
difficult time. The approach was to encourage the student to try to work 
through the tutorial and discover how the microcomputer and software work 
on their own, rather than demonstrating the machine or being 'very helpful'. 
This approach was to encourage students to work independently on thf; 
machines. The training was considered complete when the student could, 
without assistance, load and eject disks, and create, save, close, and 
retrieve a file. There were no differences in approach for the learning 
disabled and non-learning disabled students. Several learning disabled 
students did require longer training sessions, but only two students 
exceeded the two hour block scheduled for training. Students were allowed 
to use the microcomputer the full two hours reserved for their training if 
they wanted to do so. Students receiving training on the Macintosh were 
permitted to keep the written tutorial guide; students trained on Bank 
Street received no handouts. 

The tutorials as developed were generally effective, but some changes 
were made. The Apple Bank Street tutorial does not specifically cover how 
to save a file, how to retrieve a file, and how to print out a file; these 
procedures were added by the trainer In both winter and spring training 
sessions. Lessons related to 'copying paragraphs" and 'find and replace" 
were deleted in the spring training, reducing the training time needed to 
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about 30 minutes. Only four of the IBM Bank Street lessons were retained 
for spring training, reducing the training time to 30-45 minutes No 
changes were made in the Macintosh training. 

On the first day of class, studerits were reminded how to turn the 
machines on and off, and how to insert and remove the disk Students were 
encouraged to go through the tutorial again as a refresher. An additional 
training session was given to several students during the Quarter who 
requested to learn how to use a second microcomputer. 



Method 

Students were questioned about the microcomputer and word processing 
training they had received near the end of the first quarter they were 
enrolled in the microcomputer writing course. The training survey was 
distributed as part of the overall course student opinion survey, and in 
conjunction with other research and evaluation measures the students were 
asked to complete. This survey generally required less than five minutes of 
student time to complete. In spring, additional efforts were made to ensure 
completion of the forms by students who were absent the day the surveys 
were distributed in class. The evaluator distributed and collected the forms 
in class, other project staff collected forms from students absent the day 
the forms were distributed. 



Winter 1986 (GC 1421) Results 

The student opinion survey for 1421 included five questions asking for 
student opinions of the training session. Fifty-seve.''- students completed 
this survey In class. Of the students who completed the survey 

-94X indicated that the training sufficiently prepared them to take 

GC 1421 using microcomputers 
-93% indicated that they used the skills they acquired in 1421 
-55% thought the training was very helpful 

-39% felt very comfortable using the microcomputer by the end of the 

training session 
-62% thought the instructors were very clear in presenting and 

explaining material. 
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Several students Indicated a need for more practice time A few 
students were already familiar with word processing programs Two 
students indicated they were anxious about the class. The patience and 
helpfulness of the training instructors was noted. Suggestions which seem 
more pertinent to the class than to the training session are "more writing 
assignments' and 'a greater variety of topics to write on", and that the 
teaching assistants should be very knowledgable in writing as well as word 
processing. The complete survey results are presented in Table I (page 1-2). 

Spring 1986(6C 1422) Results 

All new students in the Project were asked to complete the survey in 
Spring Of these eighteen students, two indicated . 'lat they did not 
oarticipate in the training because ihey were already familiar with 
microcomputers and the word processing software. Eighteen completed 
surveys were coilected however, indicating that two students may havo 
completed the survey twice, or a sirvey was collected from a student who 
completed tt'ie training \n winter. Since it was unknown which of the 
surveys might be duplicates, all eighteen responses were included in the 
following analysis: 

-94X indicated that the training sufficiently prepared them to take 
6C 1422 using microcomputers 

-100% indicated thot they used the skills they dcquired in 1422. 

-78X thought the training was very helpful 

-44X felt very comfortable using the microcomputer by the end of the 
training session 

-72% thought the instructors were very clear in presenting and 
explaining material. 

Several students made suggestions for improving the training sessions 
One student indicated a desire for more in-depth training Another student 
indicated that the training was a refresher course, as s/he already knew 
how to use a word processor. One student indicated that the University 
dormitories now have IBM PC's and the word processing software 
"Wordstar". This software is not available in the lab and not covered in the 
training. A student suggested developing a brief manual to review the 
microcomputer keyboard and its functions that students could keep for their 
use at home and in class and open lab. Complete survey results are found on 
Table 2 (page 1-3). 
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Conclusions 

The training in how to use microcomputers and word processing software 
appears to be a necessary precursor to enrolling in the microcomputer 
section of the writing course for most students. The changes made from 
winter to spring seem positive. While there is still some anxiety about 
microcomputers, one to two hours of training is sufficient for most 
students to feel comfortable using a microcomputer and to master the 
software. There is no indication from student comments that the training 
program should be altered or needs improvement. 



Recommendations 

The Project should examine the potential for problems caused by the 
proliferation of microcomputer facilities on campus. The most serious 
problem is a possible lack of compatibility with what the Project offers in 
training and in lab, and what software is most available to students 
throughout their tenure at the University in other microcomputer facilities. 
While the initial training may not include Wordstar and other word 
processing software because of their complexity, if they are the commonly 
available software on the micros in University dorms and micro labs to the 
exclusion of Bank Street and MacWrite, additional training on these 
software should be considered during the quarter to ensure the transfer and 
continued use of student word processing writing skills. Additional training 
sessions during the quarter would allow students to become knowledgeable 
on all three microcomputers and both word processing software systems. 
This would Jlso increase the chances of transfer and continued use of the 
student word processing skills. 

Several students indicated they were already proficient on the 
microcomputer and word processing software. The training should continue 
to be a voluntary activity for these students: available to those who want 
the review or to learn on another microcomputer, but not required. 

Future evaluations should also look at what machines students used and 
their opinion of the tutorial materials provided. 

"Comfortableness' on the micro remains a problem for a subset of the 
students The feeling of uncomfortableness may be related to lack of full 
mastery at the end of one training session, and either encourage or 
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discourage students from entering the class which depends on their use of 
the microcomputer. An opinion survey distributed at tne end of the training 
session and examination of those students who received training but fail to 
enroll in the course may provide information on why students who initially 
show interest fail to enroll in the Project. 
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Freshman Composition with Microcomputers 



The writing curriculum of the Project consists of two college 
entry-level writing courses: GC 1421, Writing Latwratory: Personal Writing 
and 6C 1422. Writing Laboratory: Communicating in Society. Completion of 
these two courses with a grade of "C" or better fulfills the freshmen 
composition requirement. Project staff and the instructors for the Project 
curriculum met in early fall to plan revisions in these courses for the 
Project curriculum. A review of the composition and learning disabilities 
literature suggested no change from the standard course texts and methods, 
with the exception that these sections would include the resource of 
microcomputer word processing training, an expectation that all work would 
be word processed and free access to the microcomputers throughout the 
quarter. 

Three Project sections of a writing lab were offered each quarter. 
Enrollment in each section was approximately twenty-six students, with 
approximately eight Learning Disabled students In each section. The learning 
disabled students were mainstreamed; no special resources or assistance 
were provided to the LD students. Instructors knew that several students In 
the course were learning disabled, but were not Informed which students 
were disabled. Each class met twice a week. The class met as a whole once 
each week for two hours; this time was available for lecture and class 
discussion, as well as working on the microcomputers, small group 
discussion and one-on-one with another student, or conferencing with the 
Instructor. The class was divided in half for the two hour lab session each 
week; students were encouraged to work on their writing assignments 
during class, either on the microcomputer (machine to student ratio of 1:1). 
in small groups and one-on-one with students, or conferencing with the 
instructor. 

The two instructors were assistant professors who used a decentralized 
classroom approach to Instruction. The Instructors had recently completed 
their graduate work and joined the College faculty; while they had some 
experience teaching college writing, they had not necessarily taught these 
particular courses before. The Project also employed two half time 
undergraduate teaching assistants to serve as Lab assistants. Their 
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responsibilities were to provide training and assistance In the use of 
microcomputers and software during the classes and open lab times. 



The Writing Courses 

The goal of 6C 1421, Personal Writing, is to enable students to clearly 
communicate their personal experiences through development of their 
narrative writing skills. The goal of 6C 1422, Communicating in Society, is 
to enable students to develop their analytic writing skills, the presentation 
of fact and support for an opinion. The texts for both courses were College 
produced materials: Notes for the General College Writing Laboratorv: 
Handbook. 12th edition and Notes for the General College Writing Laboratory: 
Narrative and Expository Writing. 12th edition; both texts are available 
through the University of Minnesota Bookstore. 

For each course, students were required to write seven or eight essays, 
and to maintain a journal on their writing experience. Rough drafts of 
essays were reviewed by the instructor (and often another student) and 
returned to the student for revision. Other course requirements Included 
regular attendance, word-processed essays, and turning in papers on time. 

Major objectives were common to both courses. Students were expected 
to use standard English. Strategies to plan, organize, revise and edit 
essays; learning to recognize and eliminate errors; and the importance of 
intended audience were emphasized ir each course. It was expected that 
students would learn to review the writing of their peers and give feedback, 
as well as to solicit feedback and use it to improve their writing. Students 
were also expected to learn to operate a microcomputer (either the Apple 
Me, Macintosh or IBM-PC) and word processing software (MacWrlte or Bank 
Street Writer), and to use the unique features of the computer and software 
in drafting and revising their essays (eg, cut and paste, spelling checks). 



The Open Computer Lab 

The classes met in the microcomputer lab twice a week during their 
regularly scheduled class time. The Computer Lab was open for use by the 
students from 8:00 am to 5:00 Monday through Friday (9:00 until 8:00 pm on 
several nights each week in Spring quarter), except when the Lab was 
scheduled for classes. The Project courses were scheduled for six hours on 
Monday. Wednesday and Friday. The Lab was staffed by one of the two Lab 
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Assistants assigned to these courses when It was open Students could sign 
up In advance to reserve a computer for their use at a certain time. 
Generally, a computer was available when a student wanted to use one. The 
open lab provided students with the time necessary to work on their papers 
and journals outside of class, reinforcing the expectation trvat students 
would use the word processor for Initial drafts of the paper and Journal as 
well as the final draft. 

At the beginning of the course, tha role of the Lab Assistants In 
providing help with composition was questioned. Students perceived the 
assistant as a teaching assistant for the course and asked questions related 
to the composition and revision of essays as well as the use of computers. 
One Instructor preferred students to consult the tnstrt>ctor or other 
students when there were questions; the other Instructor encouraged the lab 
assistant to assist students with their writing questions. If the assistants 
were unsure of the assistance they could provide the students, students 
with writing questions were referred to their Instructor, another student, 
or to the College Reading & Writing Skills Center (free walk-in tutoring and 
assistance for students with writing problems or questions). 



Method 

During the last three weeks of the quarter during a regularly scheduled 
class period, students were requested to complete the University of 
Minnesota Student Opinion Survey (Perm 05), a 16 Item Likert scale 
distributed to evaluate student opinions of the course and Instructor. 
Appended to this survey were an additional set of questions covering course 
objectives, convenience of the computer lab, and time spent on the 
microcomputer. 

The survey generally took from 10 to 15 minutes for students to 
complete, longer for 5 few learning disabled students. Evaluation staff 
administered the survey and collected the results. Informing students that 
the instructors would not receive a copy of the results until the quarter 
ended 

Aggregate results of College freshmen opinions of required courses 
suggest that 55% to 65% of students generally rate the course and 
Instructor globally and on specific characteristics as "very good" to 
"excellent", with lower ratings common for items relating to textbooks and 
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Student ability to deal with tr>e course content prior to enrolllDg in the 
class. 



6 CI42 ] (Personal Writing) Results 

Three sections of Project 6C 1421 were offered winter quarter. 57 of 
the 78 students enrolled In the course completed the opinion survey. The 
results are based on the aggregate of the three sections. 

Students were very pleased with the course instructors, with 79% of the 
students rating their instructor's teaching as very good to exceptional 
overall. Student ratings of very good to excellent exceeded 65X for 
Instructor clarity in presenting information, rapport with students, 
helpfulness of feedback, and success in getting students to think and be 
Interested in the course. Students were less enthusiastic about instructor's 
attention to what helped them learn best, with only 53% of the students 
rating the instructors as very good to excellent. Ninety-five percent of the 
students rated the helpfulness of the Lab Assistants as good to excellent. 

Ninety percent of the students thought the course overall was very good 
to excellent. Most students indicated that they did not have a good grasp of 
the course content before they enrolled (23% rated their ability as very good 
to excellent), that their motivation to do well was high (57%). and that they 
learned very much In the course (63%). They felt the essays measured their 
knowledge and understanding of course content (56%) and covered the 
Important points in the course content (59%). They were less supportive of 
the quality (46% rated them very good to excellent) and Interest level (39%) 
of the textbook and handouts. Complete survey results are found in Table 3 
(page I - A). 

Students were also asked to give their opinion of attainment of course 
objectives. Attainment was rated on a one to five point scale of terrible, 
poor, passable, good and excellent. Students Indicated they felt they 
attained course objectives. Eighty-one percent indicated a good to excellent 
skill in planning and organizing an essay. Awareness of the Influence of the 
Intended audience was high (82% good to excellent). Elghty-sIx percent felt 
good to excellent about their ability to revise and edit an essay using a word 
processor, compared to 41% without a word processor. Sixty-three percent 
felt they had good skills in recognizing grammatical errors, while 70% were 
confident of their ability to recognize spelling errors. Students felt 
confident of their ability to give other students good feedback about their 
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writing (75%) but were not quite as confident of their ability to talk about 
their writing (60%). 

All students who completed the course earned a grade of C or higher. The 
course completion rate was 95% for the LD students. 96% for the non-LD 
students. The average course grade was a "B". average grade point for the 
course was 3.05 for LD students and 3.23 for non-LD students. 

Students were asked about the microcomputer laboratory. More than 90% 
of the students found that the lab was open enough hours for them to 
complete their assignments, and that the lab was open at convenient hours. 
A few students Indicated the lab was Inconvenient because of their 
employment and class schedules; several complained that using It as a 
writing Ciassroom Interfered with their access to the machines. Other 
students Indicated they had access to a micro In their dorm or home. 
Learning disabled students spent an average of 24 hours per week In the 
open computer lab during this quarter, while non-learning disabled students 
spent an average of 1 7 hours per- week. 



GC M22 (Communlcatlno In Society) 

Three sections of Project 6C 1422 were offered winter quarter. 65 of 
the 76 students enrolled In the course completed the opinion survey. The 
results are based on the aggregate of the three sections. 

The students remained pleased with their Instructors, with 97% oi" the 
students rating their Instructor's teaching as very good to exceptional 
overall. Student ratings of very good to excellent exceeded 70% for 
Instructor clarity In presenting Information, rapport with students, 
helpfulness of feedback, attention to what helped them learn best, and 
success In getting students to think and Interested in the course. 
Ninety-eight percent of the students indicated that tlie Lab Assistants were 
very helpful. 

Eighty-eight percent of the students thought the course overall was very 
good to excellent. Students again indicated that they did not have a good 
grasp of the course content before they enrolled (23% rated their ability as 
very good to excellent), thot their motivation to do well was high (62%). and 
that they learned very much In the course (72%). They felt the essays 
measured their knowledge and understanding of course content (65%) and 
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covered the important points In the course content (76X). They were miich 
more positive about the text and handouts for this course; 7Z% of the 
students rated the quality as very good to excellent, while 5iX felt they 
were of very good to excellent Interest. Complete survey results are found 
In Table 3 (page I - 4). 

Students were also asked to give their opinion of attainment of course 
objectives. Students were quite confident of their ability to plan and 
organize an analytical essay {79% rated their ability as good to excellent) 
and use Standard English (86%). Awareness of the Influence of the Intended 
audience remained high (74X). Sixty-six percent indicated good to excellent 
knowledge of drafting and editing strategies. Good to excellent ability to 
revise and edit an essay went from 35X to 86X with the use of a word 
processor. Students were quite confident about their ability to give other 
students good feedbacl< on their essays (745S) while 63% felt this level of 
confidence In their ability to talk about their writing In class. 

All students who completed the course earned a grade of C or higher 
Course completion rates for GC 1422 were 89% for the LD students and 95% 
for the non-LD students. The average grade for the course was still a "B". 
but slightly lower than the GC 1421 grades: 2.89 for the LD students and 
3.04 for the non-LD students. 

Students were asked about the microcomputer laboratory. Overall, 
students found that the lab was open enough hours for them to complete 
their assignments and that the lab was open at convenient hours (99% and 
92% respectively). Students still expressed interest In more evening hours, 
and desire to use the lab during hours scheduled for the course. Learning 
disabled students spent an average of 9 hours per week In the open computer 
lab during this quarter, while non-leaming disabled students spent an 
average of 7 hours per week. 



Conclusions 

Students were very positive about the instructors, the courses, and the 
computer lab. They fek they were mastering the course content. Student 
comments Indicated that they found the microcomputers made writing 
easier and more enjoyable. Students also Indicated strong support for the 
teaching style and class process. 
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Recommendations 

The text 2nd handouts for the two courses came from the same source, 
yet the materials for \A22 were rated Dy students as of higher quality than 
the materials for 1421. There wss no appreciable difference In the Interest 
level of these materials for students. Durlr>g the 1986-87 Project year, 
student Interviews should be conducted to determine what they like and 
dislike, and what they view as "good" or of high quality in the 1421 and 
1422 materials. This Information may be he?oful In Improving the quality of 
the 1421 materials. 

Students rated the courses, the Instructors and the microcomputers very 
highly. A research question to be addressed In the coming years is 
differentiating the roles that the decentralized classroom and the 
microcomputer word processor play in student satisfaction and 
achievement. The decentralized classroom approach to teaching appears to 
enhance student learning by doing and learning through their peers. These 
characteristics seem likely to enhance self-esteem and promote transfer of 
skills to other settings. It Is possible that a vital component of the Project 
composition curriculum Is the teaching style. It Is also possible that the 
Independence fostered by the decentralized classroom and the 
microcomputer Interact, for 3 stronger effect. 
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Career Exploration and Transition to Employment 

The career exploration component of the Project was available only to 
learning disabled students participating in the Project microcomputer 
composition classes. This component was ortginally planned as a special 
section of an existing course (Career Planning. 6C 1502), in which students 
would enroll winter quarter. In fall of 1985, Project staff decided to use a 
one-on-one career education approach with the learning disabled students. 
This change was submitted as part of the Continuation Application in March 
1 986 and approved. 

The Project Career Specialist contacted participating learning disabled 
students by letter or a telephone call to their home, or a note distributed to 
students during composition class. The contact was to notify students that 
free career exploration services were available, and to encourage them to 
take advantage of this opportunity. The students were not required to 
participate in the career services in order to enroll in the Project writing 
courses 

Students were asked to inoicate their interest in participating in the 
career exploration program by 1/30/86. Thirteen of the twenty-one 
learning disabled students enrolled in the project agreed to participate in 
the career exploration component. Participants in the career exploration 
component were to take the Strong-Campbell Vocational interest inventory 
(SCII) by 2/15, then use Pathfinder and meet with the career specialist in 
small groups by 2/28 for an interpretation of the results. Computerized 
systems for career exploration (5161+ and Discover) were available for 
student use. Tne Career Specialist worked with the students individually to 
assist them in identifying career interests and possibilities, and increasing 
awareness of job skills, strengths and weaknesses. Students were assisted 
in scheduling informational interviews with employers to enhance their 
understanding of the careers they were potentially interested in pursuing. 

It was assumed that the learning disabled students would have a job 
history of difficulties with writing Based on information collected through 
initial interviews of the sample of learning disabled and non-learning 
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disabled students who completed the Project, learning disabled students 
were as likely as non-leamlng disabled students to have held Jobs which 
required writing skills. Seventy-one percent of the learning disabled 
students who ^eld Jobs which required writing skills Indicated they had 
problems In their Job because of their writing ability; none of the 
non-leamlng disabled students Indicated that their writing ability caused 
problems. On the other measures, there was little difference between the 
learning disabled and non-leamlng disabled students: both groups expected 
their experience with computers to help them get a Job, and Just over half 
of the students had thought about different careers but had not yet made up 
their minds, and Indicated an Intention to use college career and education 
major counseling services. This Information Is detailed In Table 4 (page 
1-11). All leaming disabled students were surveyed to determine their 
satisfaction and involvement with this portion of the program. 



Method 

During the last three weeks of Spring Quarter, the 17 leaming disabled 
students completing the Project writing curriculum were asked to complete 
a one page survey on the career component. The survey items covered 
student participation in the available career services and the effects of this 
participation. The survey took less than five minutes for students to 
complete Project staff administered the survey when the student came in 
for follow-up testing and interviews which were part of the research data 
collection. 



Results 

The 17 leaming disabled students completing the Project filled out the 
survey; 1 1 of these students participated in the Career component The 
survey results are unclear why the remaining LD students did not enroll in 
this component. Lack of time and schedule conflicts were rejected as 
reasons for not participating; one student said s/he was not Interested and 
another student ssid s/he did not understand the program; the remaining 
students Indicated there was another reason, but did not state that reason. 

Of the students participating in the career component, half felt that the 
Strong Campbell Increased their knowledge of careers that matched their 
personal interests. The Pathfinder videodisc program for Interpreting the 
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sen results was generally viewed as helpful. Eight of the eleven students 
used either the SIGI* or Discover computer program and Indicated that these 
programs provided very useful Information on careers. Four students 
completed employer Interviews; these were generally viewed as helpful. 

Most students Indicated thai they had a better Idea of what courses to 
take to complement their career Interests (64%). and that t^tey thought 
having specific career Interests would help them to be more successful In 
college courses (82%). Fifty-five percent thought the care<3r exploration 
component increased their motivation to do well in college These results 
are detailed in Table 5 (page 1-12). 

Students enrolled in the Project microcomputer writing course spring 
quarter were also asked about tf>e Influence of the microcomputer 
composition courses on ths'r career plans. The responses of the learning 
disabled students were similar to those of non-disabled students, with 60% 
of the students indicating the courses affected their attitudes about 
possible career choices. 85% t.idlcating the writing courses helped them 
develop skills they would need for employment, and 89% to 1(X)% of the 
students indicating that they expected to use a computer in their future 
jobs. These results are presented In Table 4 (page I - II). 



Conclusions 

The work history of learning disabled students appeared similar to the 
non-learning disabled students, with the exception that most learning 
disabled students who had held jobs that required writing had had 
difficulties on the job because of their writing ability. Student Involvement 
In the one-on-one career component was difficult to develop and maintain 
throughout the two quarters. While this model provided Increased 
opportunities for individualized attention, the students did not take 
advantage of the opportunity. 

The small number of participants make It difficult to draw conclusions 
about the intervention Student ratings were generally uncertain to positive 
about the intervention, indicating less satisfaction with this component 
than the other components in the Project. The strongest areas of the career 
exploration component are the use of computerized systems to obtain 
Information on various careers and to understand test results 
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Recommendations 

The one-on-one component was expensive In terms of the amount of staff 
time required to provide services to a small numt)er of students. Project 
staff should minimize the need for resources and special staff In future 
revisions of this Project component to enhance the feasibility of replication 
m ether post-secondary Institutions. 

Student Interest and use of computerized resources to explore career 
opportunities was the strength of the program this year. Continuation to 
explore resources in this area and other applications of the microcomputer 
to aid transition to employment are encouraged. 

Project staff decided during the year to return to the career planning 
course as the format for the career component. The course will Include a 
weekly lecture supplemented with a weekly seminar or discussion group 
reserved for the Project LD students and led by the Project LO/Career 
Specialist. !t is expected thdt this format will provide some of the needed 
structure to promote student Involvement and achievement of the objectives 
of this component. 
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II. Performance and Evaluation Objectives 



Performance Objectives 



The performance objectives are the procedures and activities listed In 
the grant proposal and carried out by Project staff in the development and 
Implementation of the microcomputer composition curriculum, career 
component, and dissemination of Information during the first year of the 
Project. 

Performance Objective 1: Creation of a Research Base 

By October 15, 1985, a research summary of the literature In the fields of 
writing and microcomputers, composition for learning disabled adult 
students, and related areas is completed for use by Project staff In 
curriculum design. 



The research summary, entitled Composition. Word Processing, and the 
Learning Disabled College Writer An Annotated Bibliography . was 
completed in November, 1985 and published in January, 1986. The contents 
of the bibliography, while not complete by October 15, were available to 
Project staff In their design of the writing curriculum. The bibliography 
was updated In July 1986 to Include research references through May of 
1986. 

The initial research summary included approximat&ly 150 references and 
focused on four major areas: the use of microcomputers in mainstream 
writing Instruction, the characteristics of learning disabled college 
students, writing Instruction for learning disabled students with a special 
emphasis on the role of technology, and writing-related career and 
vocational options for learning disabled college students. Each entry was 
coded by these areas to assist users in identifying references relevant to 
their Interests. Most references fit more than one of the code categories, 
indicating these fields are overlapping in both the research and thinking of 
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today's professionals and practitioners. Many of the research findings were 
tentative, however, due to the relatively recent advent of microcomputers 
and attention to learning disabled students at a college level. The first 
supplement to the biblllography Included 38 references and used the coding 
scheme described above. 

A one page evaluative survey was Included In the document as the first 
page of the bibliography. The survey was Intended to provide Project staff 
with information on user satisfaction with the format, content of entries 
and coverage of the research. The back of the survey included the address of 
the project, so the form could be folded to form its own envelope. No 
surveys were returned to the Project, indicating either a reluctance to 
participate in the survey or a lack of use of the research summary. 

Project staff indicated that their impression Is that the bibliography 
was most often requested by people who intended to use it In writing 
program proposals for external funding. Persons requesting the bibliography 
will be followed up In the second year to determine the usefulness of the 
document in their setting. 



Performance Objecttve 2: Curriculum Design 

By November 30,1985, the research findings are translated into a 
curriculum plan for varied-media offerings of GC 1421 (Writing Laboratory: 
Personal Writing) and GC 1422 (Writing Laboratory: Communicating In 
Society) to be taught winter and spring quarters respectively. 




The Project staff and course Instructors met during Fall Quarter 85 to 
plan revisions to the existing curriculum for GC 1421 and GC 1422. The 
annotated bibliography compiled by Project staff, as well as their 
professional expertise and resources provided background material The 
research literature provided little guidance for revision, major points were 
already Included In the structure and content of the existing curriculum. 
Project staff decided to use the existing texts and standards, the only 
changes would be the microcomputers, training and open lab time. No 
additional support or resources were added to accomodate the learning 
disabled students. 
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Writing samples, which would be used as Project measures of student 
skill and ability, will be collected at the beginning and end of each course 
These samples will be graded in-class assignments, written in two 
one-hour sessions. 

The literature suggested an optimum ratio of 2.8 students to I computer, 
with open lab time for students to work at their own pace and structured 
class time for more basic writing training. A 90 minute training session on 
the computer and software before the quarter starts was planned to give 
students general microcomputer and word processing operating knowlegc. 
The writing classes will meet twice each week. One session will provide a 
2:1 student to computer ratio; the second session will offer 1:1 ratio to 
provide time for ongoing structured training In writing. Free open lab time 
will be available on a dally basis from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm (except when 
classes are scheduled to meet in the lab, six hours on Monday. Wednesday & 
Friday). Students will be encourage''; to attend at least two hour's of lab 
time each week; students may reserve machines and sign up for unlimited 
time as computers are available. Project lab assistants will provide 
additional training and support in the lab. 

Three sections of 6C 1421 were offered Winter quarter, and three 
sections of GL M22 were offered Spring quarter. 

While the research base was completed and reviewed by staff, it was not 
useful in suggesting changes and revisions in the curriculum for the Project. 
To the extent that the LD students are successful In these courses. It is 
suggests that no special adaptations are required for the mainstream 
curriculum. The only adaptation required by the microcomputer technology 
Is the avallabnity of the open lab and brief Initial training 
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Performance Objective 3: Identtfytng Participants 

By December 15,1985, 20-24 learning disabled students are Identified 
and/or referred for participation In the Project. (Students who are not 
learning-disabled are also recruited fc the Project.) 



More than 24 learning disabled students were identified and referred to 
the project for participation. Twenty-one learning disabled students 
actually participated in the Project. Stu(Jents who expressed an interest 
but did not follow through with the course registration and testing, or who 
dropped out during the first week of the quarter are not included in this 
number 

A one page flyer advertising GC 1421 was sent to 3000 General College 
students along with their registration materials for Winter Quarter 86. The 
flyer emphasized that students would receive their basic computer supplies 
and lab time st no charge when they enroll in the course, that no experience 
or skill in typing or keyboarding was required, and that students completing 
1421 would have first priority in enrolling in GC 1422 during Spring 86. 
This flyer was used to recruit both learning disabled and non-learning 
disabled students. 

Special efforts to recruit learning disabled students inc-Jded discussion 
with and posted announcements seeking referrals and inquiries about the 
Project in the University Office for Students with Disabilities, the College 
faculty newsletter, the College Student Counseling Office and the TRIO 
Special Services Office 

Written permission by Project staff was required to enroll In the 
courses. This was to ensure the proper balance between learning disabled 
and non-learning disabled students in the class, and to ensure that the 
students were willing to provide the additional Information and participate 
In the testing required for the research. 
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Performance Objective 4: PHot Offertnqs 

In Winter Quarter 1986. two sections of GC M21 will be offered, each 
enrolling 10-12 learning disabled students and 10-12 non-leamlng disabled 
students. In Spring Quarter 1986. two sections of GC M22 will be offered, 
each enrolling 10-12 learning disabled students and 10-12 non-learning 
disabled students. 



Three Project sections of GC 1421 were offered Winter Quarter 1986. 
and three sections of GC 1422 were offered in Spring Quarter 1986. Since 
the purpose of the courses was to provide a replicable mainstream writing 
course, the class ratios of learning disabled students to non-learning 
disabled students was changed from 1:1 to approximately 1:2. or 
approximately 8 learning disabled students to 18 non-learning disabled 
students. The three writing sections allowed participation of 20-24 
learning disabled students while maintaining normal class size and a more 
mainstreamed student mix. 

Twenty-one learning disabled students enrolled in the courses and 
participated in the Project. Seventeen learning disabled students completed 
the sequence of GC 1421 and GC 1422. Seventy-eight non-learning disabled 
students enrolled in the courses. 39 completed the sequence. 



Performance Objecttve 5: Transltton-to-Employment 

In Spring Quarter 86. each learning disabled participant will enroll in a 
specially designated section of GC 1502, Career Planning, during which 
Interests and aptitudes are assessed and communication-intensive career 
networking is accomplished. 



The Project received permission to change this objective from 
participation in a course to participation in a one-on-one career education 
and exploration process. All 21 LD Project participants were contacted and 
encouraged (but not required) to participate in this program, thirteen 
actually participated. 
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Students were given the opportunity to take the Strong Campbell Interest 
Inventory and work with several computerized career systems to explore 
their ccreer Interests. Informational Interviews with potential employers 
were encouraged. The servlc3S available to students were underutilized and 
career networking was not accomplished. 

Since most of the students are freshmen, a career may seem to be too far 
away for serious consideration at this time. It became apparent that just 
making the services available to the student at no cost is an insufficient 
catalyst for learning disabled students to use them. 



Performance Objective 6: Evaluatton 

By July 30 1986, conduct a comprehensive evaluation to determine the 
effectiveness of the project In meeting the objectives and goals articulated 
In the work plan, measure the progress of the project In achieving funded 
objectives; measure the effect of the project on learning disabled 
post-secondciiy persons being served; provide an internal feedback 
mechanism using evaluation findings as information to aid in the Initiation 
of project improvement and staff development. 



This report, as well as the evaluation objectives reported in this 
section, addresses the progress In meeting Project objectives and the 
effectiveness of the Intervention on both learning disabled and non-learning 
disabled students served. The evaluation was not completed until January. 
1987. Information needed to complete the evaluation was still being coded, 
entered and analyzed throughout the summer and fall. Spring Quarter ends in 
mid-June, and student academic information Is not available until mid-July. 
Even assuming more efficient data handling as Project staff become 
familiar with the system, the deadline for this report should be moved back 
to August 30 to permit analysis and consideration of Spring Quarter data. 

The evaluator periodically attended Project staff meetings throughout 
the year to keep up to date with Project activities and issues. These 
meetings were a forum for discussion of Information needed to answer the 
research questions, appropriate Instruments and data collection methods, 
efficient organization and storage of data, and data analysis and 
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interpretation. The evaluator often met with Project staff individually to 
discuss the design of Instruments and the organization and coding of data 
The evaluator also provided Individual performance and student opinion 
feedback to Project staff Instructing the courses and running the open lab 



Performance Objecttve 7: Dtssemtnatlon 

By September 15, 1986, the dissemination plan Is Implemented 



The research summary (Bibliography) was submlted to ERIC in February 
1986, and was to be available for distribution later in the year. Twenty-six 
copies were distributed by the Project through mail requests (mostly to 
CoUlege Student Services Offices including learning and study skill centers 
and services for the disabled) through August, 1986. Numerous copies were 
distributed to Interested attendees at conferences on computers, writing 
and learning disabilities, where staff presented information on the Project 
development and results. 

Specific intervention strategies and information on the Project were 
distributed through conference presentations and research articles. 
Including: 

National Association of Educational Opportunity Program Personnel 

Conference, presentation, September 1985. 
Computer Technology and Persons with Disabilities Conference, sponsored 

by Cal State-Northridge, presentation, October 1985. 
Microcomputers and Basic Skills In College Conference, sponsored by City 

University of New York, presentation, November 1985. 
College Composition and Communication Conference, New Orleans. 

presentation, March 1986. 
National Educational Computing Conference, San Diego, presentation, June 

1986. 

Association on Handicapped Student Service Programs In Post-Secondary 

Education Conference, San Diego, presentation, 1986. 
Computers and Writing Instruction— Applications and Research Conference, 

Minneapolis, presentation, August. 1986 
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Collins. T. & Price. L (in press). A guide to selecting word-processing 
software for learning disabled college writers. Computer Assisted 
Composition Journal Also available as a Working Paper of the LDCWP of 
the Univ of MN-General College. 

Collins. T. & Price. L. (1986b). Testimony from learning disabled college 
writers on the efficacy o^ word processing in their writing process. ERIC 
* CF 209594. Also available as a Working Paper of the LDCV/P of Univ of 
MN-General College. 

Collins. T. & Price. L. (in press). Microcomputers and the learning disabled 
college writer. Collegiate Microcomputer . 5(1). 

Collins, T. & Price. L. (in press). Micros for LD College Writers: Rewriting 
the documentation for word processing programs. LD Focus. 

A list of the papers, reports and monographs for at-cost purchase was to 
be announced through key journals and newsletters. Information on 
available worlcing papers and the bibliography was submitted to journals. 
The Project j>taff distributed materials when they spoke at conferences. 
The Project also published a newsletter several times during the year and 
mailed it to persons who had expressed an Interest In the project. This 
newsletter listed the working papers and bibliography as available at cost. 



Performance Objective 8. Cyclic Planning 

By October 1, 1986. updated research summaries, program evaluations and 
participant reaction are analyzed and intervention strategies are revised 
and Implemented. 



Project staff continued to analyze and interpret data throughout the 
summer and fall of 1986. The sheer amount of information collected on 
students and the curriculum from November 1985 through June 1985 
precluded completion of data analysis, program evaluation and revision of 
Intervention strategies by October 1. The unknowns in the field. Including 
information and instruments, resulted in the study of many variables to 
attempt to describe the population and to measure change While analysis of 
certain portions of the data may continue throughoiit tiie coming year, the 
major portions of the program evaluation and revii-.ion of the intervention 
were completed during Fall Quarter 1985. 
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Throughout the year, staff met on a weekly basis to discuss the progress 
of the project and to plan the next steps. Most of the procedures to be 
followed during the second year were determined from the experiences of 
the first year — what worked and what did not work. Discussion of how to 
proceed In the second year was brought up periodically throughout the first 
year, with major planning In the late summer and early fall as the results 
were reviewed. 

Knowledge of how to efficiently organize and collect data on Project 
participants will enhance the processing of information in the coming year. 
The first year results will allow a reduction in data collected and a more 
focused set of research questions for the (L'^ure. which should permit a 
more timely completion of information generation for use In planning during 
1986. Tentative plans for the third year of the Project are to offer the 
courses In the fall and winter quarters, rather than winter and spring 
quarters. This would speed up the planning process in the second year, but 
provide more time for analysis and Interpretation of the Intervention at the 
end of the third and final year of the Project. 
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Evaluation Objectives 



The evaluation Is to examine the effectiveness of the generic, replicable 
varied-media writing curriculum, and the effectiveness of the 
transltlon-to-work component of the Project In meeting the performance 
objectives. The explicit hypotheses the evaluation to address were 
stated )n the grant. 



Evaluation Hypothesis 1 

The writing curriculum will allow learning disabled students to write at 
acceptable performance levels comparable to those of their non-disabled 
peers. 



The writing sample measure was developed by Project staff as a hollsti 
measure of writing performance of learning disabled and non-leam.ng 
disabled college students. The writing sample was collected during class in 
the first and last week of each quarter. Students were encouraged to use 
the microcomputers during composition. Students were Informed the 
sample would be part of their grade In the course, to encourage them to do 
their best work. 

The designated topic was to re-create of a single event or Incident in 
which the student had recently participated or witnessed. Students 
received the topic and Instructions In advance. They were given two hours 
In class over two class periods. While students were encouraged to plan or 
think about their paper In advance, they could only work on the draft during 
class. There were no restrictions on length. 

The samples were scored In accordance with the CUNY Evaluation Scale 
for the Writing Skills Assessment Test (Ryzewlc, 1982). The scale ranged 
from one (incoherent, no discemable organization, high frequency of 
non-standard English and errors In grammar, punctuation, and spelling) to 
six (competent organization, appropriate language, assertions supported by 
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explanation or illustration; grammar, punctuation, spelling and syntax 
generally correct). Each essay was scored blindly by two graduate students 
In education. All essays (by learning disabled and non-leamlng disabled, 
pre- 1421, post- 1 421 and post- 14" by Project participants and students 
in other course sections) were placed In a single pool for random 
assignment to judges to reduce possible bias In the ratings. The Inter-rater 
rellabllty coefficient was .88. 

The Project was based on the assumption that the learning disabled 
students would enter the program with poor writing skills relative to their 
non-disabled peers. If the Project Intervention was successful, the writing 
skills of the learning disabled and non-learning disabled students as 
measured by the writing sample at the end of GC 1422 would be comparable. 

The averab ^^ore on the Initial writing sample for the learning disabled 
students was 3.0, compared to 4.1 for the non-leamlng disabled students. 
The average scores on the mid-lnterventlon sample (either last week of 6C 
1421 or first week of GC 1422) were 3.3 for the learning disabled students 
and 45 for the non-leamlng disabled students. For the final writing sample, 
approximately 20 weeks after the Initial sample, the average scores were 
3.5 for the leaming disabled group and 4.5 for the non-leamlng disabled 
students (Table 6, page 11-14). 

The initial performance of the leaming disabled students supports the 
assumption they entered the Project with poorer writing skills The 
differences between the scores of the leaming disabled and non-leamlng 
disabled students at the Initial measurement are statistically significant. 
These significant differences continued over subsequent measurements, the 
leaming disabled students were unable to attain the level of writing skill of 
the non-learning disabled group. 

The writing samples of a non-Project composition class were also rated 
The writing skill of these students was lower than the performance of 
Project students. This finding suggests that the use of the microcomputer 
may have enhanced everyone's writing performance lo the extent the 
microcomputer serves as a writing tool, it may be the effective component 
In the Intervention, able to to enhance the performance of both the leaming 
disabled and non-learning disabled students above the performance of 
non-disabled students who were not using a microcomputer. 
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Evaluation Hypothests 2 

The writing curriculum will allow learning disabled students to snow 
growth in writing skill from entry to exit equal to or greater than that 
achieved by their non-disabled peers 



The Project was based on the assumption that the learning disabled 
students would enter the program witn poor writing skills relative to their 
non-disabled peers. The hypothesis was that the intervention would equally 
or disproportionately enhance the writing performance of the learning 
disabled students by providing strategies and technology which would allow 
them to compensate for their disability. The writing sample provides one 
measure of growth. A second measure Is the entrance and exit 
Woodcock -Johnson Psvcho-Educatlonal Battery achievement subscales for 
punctuation, spelling, usage, dictation and proofing, and the writing cluster 
scores for Written Language Aptitude and Written Language Achievement 
were used to measure growth in writing skill. 

The Dictation subtest requires the student to physically write responses 
to knowledge questions In the areas of letter forms, spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization and language use (contractions, plurals, etc.). The Proofing 
subtest presents the student with a series of typewritten sentences, each 
containing one error which the student has to orally identify and correct 
Recognition and correction of errors requires knowledge of punctuation, 
capitalization, spelling and word usage. 

A combined score from items in the Dictation and Proc'Ing subtests 
provide subscores for Punctuation and Capitalization, Spelling, and Usage 
While these categories involve the same Items, the re-ordering into 
sub-scales can provide a more useful analysis of achievement based upon 
the student's specific skill areas and performance in a mix of written and 
oral responses. The Written Language Achievement Cluster is a combination 
of the Dictation and Proofing, and thus Is a holistic score for the increase In 
writing achievement during the Intervention. The Written Language Aptitude 
Cluster Is a measure of visual-perceptual, verbal, and mathematical 
processing abilities, and as a ability measure is expected to be more stable 
than the achievement measures. The scores presented are raw scores (Table 
7, page II - 15). Age equivalent scores are presented in the text as a guide 
in interpreting the data. 
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The average Dictation subscore for the learning disabled students was 23 
at entry Into the Project, 24 at the end of Spring quarter, these raw scores 
correspond to an 11 and 12 year age equivalent score, respectively. The 
average scores of non- learning disabled students were 30 and 31, 
corresponding to adult achievement (age equivalent score of 23 and 37) 

The average Proofing subscore for the learning disabled students was 1 4 
at entry and 15 at the end of Spring quarter; corresponding to age 12 
equivalent scores. The average raw scores of the non-leamlng disabled 
students were 20 and 21 respectively, again corresponding to adult 
achievement (age 19 and 22). 

The Punctuation and Capitalization pre and post average scores for the 
learning disabled group were 7 and 9, corresponding to age equivalent scores 
of 12 5iid 15. For the non-leamlng disabled students with raw score means 
of 10 and 11, their corresponding age equivalent scores were 17 and 22. The 
Spelling subtest average raw score for the learning disabled students was 
22 for both pre and post tests; this corresponds with an age equivalent 
score of 11. The average raw scores of 28 and 29 for the non-leamlng 
disabled group are equivalent to age scores of 20 and 25 years respectively. 
The average raw score for the leamlng disabled students on the Usage 
subtest were 8 and 9. corresponding to 12 and 13 age equivalent scores, for 
the non-leamlng disabled, average raw score of 1 1 on both the pre and post 
tests corresponds to an age equivalent score of 23. 

The Cluster scores provide support for the distinction between writing 
ability and achievement. The test score averages on the Written Language 
Aptitude cluster did not change over the intervention, the average score for 
the leamlng disabled group was 537, 548 for the non-leamlng disabled 
group (age equivalent scores of 16 and 23 respectively). The Written 
Language Achievement cluster summed the changes found in the subtests. 
The leamlng disabled student average achievement score lncre3::2d over the 
intervention from 517 to 525 (age equivalent 12 to 13), while the 
non-leamlng disabled scores increased from 544 to 547 (age equivalent 
score 1 9 to 55). 

The learning disabled students have depressed achievement scores in the 
areas of punctuation, capitialization, spelling snd usage, their skill levels 
correspond to the skill levels expected of an adolescent in the age range of 
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1 1 to 15. The non-leaming disabled students perform at the level expected 
of young adults; their age equivalent scores ranged from 17 to 37 years. 
Both groups Increased their raw score pti rormance slightly (approximately 
one point average Increase) on each subtest during the Intervention, this 
Increase generally corresponded to a less than one to five year Increase In 
the age equivalent score for both the learning disabled and non-leaming 
disabled students. Thus, while the learning disabled students did show 
growth In their writing achievement skill during the Intervention which was 
approximately equal or greater to that of the non-leaming disabled 
students, they did not catch up to ihe achievement level of their 
non-leaming disabled peei^. 

The Wooocock -Johnso n subscales assess a number of the writing 
characteristics measured by the writing sample, and In detailing the 
significant age and skill differences provide support for the writing sample 
finding noted above that learning disabled students start the course with 
poorer writing skills. Similarly, the average score on the writing sample 
Increased .5 for both the learning disabled and non-leaming disabled 
students over the course of the Project, providing some support for equal 
growth. This change score was only statistically significant for the 
non-leaming disabled students, however (Table 8. page 11-16). The lack of 
significance should be Interpreted in light of the small sample of learning 
disabled students and the greater variance In scores. Thus, while the 
writing sample does not provide as strong support for the growth in writing 
skill of learning disabled students, it suggests the same trend 

There was some concem that the scoring system for the writing sample 
was not sensitive to the small changes expected over the relatively brief 
Project Intervention. Altematlve scoring procedures are being considered 
for use in the second year. In an attempt to determine whether the small 
amount of variation In scores across groups was due to the equivalent 
writing achievement of the students, or a function of the scoring system 
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Evaluation Hypothesis 3 

The vyrltlng curriculum will allow learning disabled students to write In 
required courses at acceptable levels as measured by grade point average 
(2.0). 



Again, the Project assumed that the learning disabled students would 
enter with poor writing skills relative to their non-disabled peers, that 
their grades In required courses would average less than a "C". 

The majority of both the learning disabled students and the non-leaming 
disabled students were performing at acceptable levels in required courses 
prior to their Involvment In the Project. The average Fall quarter yrade 
point averages (GPAs) of the learning disabled students was 2.4, compared 
to 2.7 for the non-leaming disabled students. Their Spring quarter 
performance was similar, with average GPAs of 2.4 and 2.5 respectively. 
Within the Project writing curriculum, all students who completed the 
courses received a grade of "C" or higher. The average grade In GC 1421 was 
3.0 for the learning disabled students, 3.2 for the non-leaming disabled 
students; In GC 1422: 2.9 and 3.0 respectively. These results are presented 
in Table 9 (page II -17). Thus, while the learning disabled students 
performed slightly below their non-disabled peers, they performed at 
acceptable levels and generally at or above the T" level In writing courses 



Evaluatton Hypothesis 4 

The writing curriculum will allow learning disabled students to complete 
writing courses at a rate comparable to that of their non-disabled peers and 
exceeding their prior mean credit completlot. ratio (CCR of .79). 



As noted above, the evaluation objectives assumed an Initial lower level 
of performance for the learning disabled student. This objective assumes 
that the learning disabled student would withdraw from a class after the 
first two weeks of class, fail a class, or take an incomplete in a course 
more frequently than their non-disabled peers, more often than 21% of the 
credits for which they were enrolled 
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The majority of both the learning disabled students and the non-leaming 
disabled students were completing and passing coursework at acceptable 
levels prior to their involvment in the Project. For the Fall Quarter before 
entry into the Project, the learning disabled students corripleted 91% of all 
credits In which they enrolled (CCR = .91); the non-learning disabled 
students completed 93% of thetr credits. Their cumulative CCRs at entry to 
the Project were .86 and .89 respectively. Their CCR performance for Spring 
Quarter was lower than for Fall, .77 and .72 respectively. The drop in CCR is 
not viewed as an effect of the Project intervention; this drop is consistent 
with the behavior of many of the GC students in spring quarter. 

When completion of writing courses only was examined, the CCR patterns 
are similar. During Winter Quarter, the CCR for GC 1421 was .95 for the 
learning disabled students and .96 for the non-leaming disabled students 
For GC M22, CCR for learning disabled students was .89; .95 for 
non-leaming disabled students. Credit completion data Is presented in 
Table 9 (page II - 17). 

Given the overall high CCRs of Project participants, the intervention is 
not expected to show any measurable influence on the participants' 
completion of coursework. It may, however, influence the enrollment in 
courses requiring papers or a significant amount of writing. The first year 
students will be followed up over the next two years to determine their 
enrollment and performance in social sciences and humanities courses, 
which are assumed to requir e writing 



Evaluation Hypothesis 5 

The career networking intervention will lead students to report increased 
motivation in academic pursuits. 



Motivation was assessed through a survey of students participating in 
this component of the Project. The items were a five point Likert scale, 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The results are presented 
in Table 5 (page 1-12). Eleven leaming disabled students responded to the 
survey. 
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The Students generally agreed (55%) that participating In this component 
enhanced their motivation to do well in college, though 36% were uncertain 
and 9% disagreed. The students agreed that the tests, computerized career 
Information systems, and Interviews (If they used the resource) provided 
useful Information on careers and added to their understanding of career 
planning. Sixty-four percent of the students agreed that they had a better 
Idea of the courses they should take to match their career Interests. 
Eighty-two percent agreed or strongly agreed that having specific career 
Interests in mind would enable them to be more successful In their college 
courses. 

Thus, to the extent that the career component provided information on 
careers and assisted the students In Identifying their career Interests, the 
Intervention enhanced the motivation of the students to do well In college. 
However, the students were not highly motivated to be Involved with the 
component and often their responses to the survey were based on minimal 
participation In this part of the Project. 



Evaluatton Hypothesis 6 

The career networking intervention will lead students to report increased 
awareness of their strengths and limits vls-a-vis the workplace 
communication environment. 



This objective was not evaluated As noted above, approximately half of 
the learning disabled students agreed to participate In this component. 
While the students who agreed to participate generally completed the 
Strong-Campbell and initial interview, fewer students used the 
computerized career Information systems and even fewer completed 
informational interviews and met with the Career Specialist throughout the 
term to discuss their career interests and their disability. Results based on 
this small number of self-selected participants who did complete the 
component would not be expected to be representative of the learning 
disabled students as a whole 
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Evaluatton Hypothesis 7 

The overall project design will lead to measureable Increases In 
participants self-esteem as measured by the Janls-Fleld Self-Esteem Scale 



Entering 6C students were assessed on the Janls-Fleld: this scale Is 20 
Likert Items, and has a score range of 1 to 5. The average score for entering 
students Is 3.48. The learning disabled Project participants had an average 
score of 3.44 at entry to the Project; the non-learning disabled students had 
an average score of 3.55 (Table 10, page 11-18). The Project assumed that 
the learning disabled students would have a lower self-esteem; the Initial 
differences were not significant. At completion of the Project, the average 
self-esteem score for the students was 3.53 for the learning disabled 
students and 3.69 for the non-leaming disabled students. This change was 
not statistically significant, but was In the expected direction. 

An Indicator of academic self-esteem Is suggested by student opinions 
of their academic preparation. Their self-reported skill level was slightly 
higher In writing, reading, study skills, science, and career and college 
major planning. 

In addition to self-esteem, the Project also measured the writing 
apprehension of the students, using the D alv-Mlller Test of Writing 
Apprehension It was assumed that academic self-esteem would be 
increased if writing apprehension could be decreased. The learning disabled 
students had significantly higher writing apprehension at the beginning of 
Winter quarter (average score of 78 for the learning disabled students, 63 
for the non-leaming disabled students). The learning disabled students 
experienced a significant drop in writing apprehension during the 
intervention. At the end of the Spring quarter, there were no significant 
differences in writing apprehension between the two groups (66 for the 
learning disabled, 60 for the non-leaming disabled). These results are 
presented in Table 1 0 (page 11-18). 
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III. Student Profile 



The 94 students participating in the Project were compared with the 850 
students entering the University of Minnesota General College (GO In the 
Fall 1985 Quarter. This group was selected as a comparison group because 
the GC composition courses Included as the Project curriculum are usually 
taken by GC students during their first year Seventy-six percent of the 
students in the Project entered General College In Summer 1985, Fall 1985 
or Winter 1986, Including 57% &f the learning disabled students dnd 81% of 
the non-learning disabled students (this group includes stud&nts with 
disabilities other than a learning disability). Table 11 (page III - 19) 
compares the GC entering freshmen class with the learning disabled 
students participating In the project and the non-learning disabled students 
participating In the project. 



EQual Access 

Equal access of eligible participants traditionally underrepresented was 
a goal of the project. To be eligible for the project, students must enroll In 
either 1421 or 1422, and a portion of these students must have a diagnosis 
of learning disability. Forty-four percent of the project participants were 
female, compared to 41% of the entering GC entering freshman class 
Seventy-five percent of the GC freshman class is Caucasion, compared to 
83% of the project participants. Black, American Indian, Asian, Chlcano and 
other ethnic groups were represented In the project. The Incidence of 
self-reported disability (learning, emotional, or physical) in the GC 
freshmen population is 5%. Twenty-two percent of the project participants 
were diagnosed learning disabled; an additional 3% indicated they had a 
physical or emotional disability. 



The General College, an open enrollment college which offers courses to 
develop student skills and enable them to successfully transfer to other 
colleges within the University, offers a number of programs designed to 
meet the needs of its non-traditional and high risk students. In addition to 
Involvement In the Project, nine of the learning disabled students were In a 
college retention program and six received tutoring and/or academic 
assistance related to their disability. One non-learning disabled student 
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received tutoring and/or academic assistance related to their disability, 
and 24 were Involved In a college retention program In the 1985 entering 
freshman class, approximately 275 students were enrolled in a retention 
program and 30 students received tutoring or academic assistance related 
to their disability. 

Thus, project participants are similar in sex. ethnic background and their 
participation in special p'^ograms offered by the college. By Project design, 
persons with learning disabilities are over-represented. 



Academic Background and Aspirations 

Seventy-nine percent of the learning disabled participants had graduated 
from high school, compared with 65% of the non-learning disabled 
participants and 67% of the 6C freshmen. 

The high school performance of the learning disabled and non-learning 
disabled groups were similar, with 6PA of 1.83 and 2.07, and percentile rank 
of 27 and 29 respectively. Likewise, their performance In General College 
fall quarter was also very similar. The learning disabled students averaged 
a 6PA of 2.37 and completed 91% of the credits they registered for. while 
the statistics for the non-learning disabled students were 2.69 and 93% 
respectively. Additional academic information is presented in Table 9 (page 
II - 17). 

Twenty-five percent of the 6C freshmen had one to two years of college 
before entering 6C. compared to 16% of the learning disabled and 23% of the 
non-learning disabled participants. In comparing number of years since last 
enrolled In school (either high school or college). 69% of the GC freshmen. 
61% of the non-learning disabled and 53% of the learning disabled 
participants said less than one year. Fourteen percent of GC freshmen. 25% 
of the non-learning disabled and 26% of the learning disabled participants 
said they had been out of school for t^ree or more years 

Father's education was similar across the groups. 62 to 65% of fathers 
had attended college. More Mothers of the learning disabled participants had 
less than a high school education, but about the same percentage (52 to 60%) 
had attended college. 

When compared on their academic expectations. 47% of GC freshmen. 47% 
of the learning disabled and 37% of the non-learning disabled participants 
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said a bachelor's degree was their goal; 34% of the freshmen, 32X of the 
learning disabled and 39% of the non-learning disabled students indicated a 
masters degree was their goal; and 8% of the freshmen, 5% of the learning 
disabled and 13% of the non-leamlng disabled students aspired to a Ph.D. 
Seventy-four percent of the GC freshmen said they intended to transfer to 
another college within the University, while only 17% Indicated they were 
unsure of their transfer plans. Fifty-three percent of the learning disabled 
and 86% of the non-learning disabled participants said they intended to 
transfer to another college within the University, while 35% and 10% 
indicated they were unsure of their plans, respectively. 

Students who were undecided on their college major composed about 25% 
of the non-learning disabled and GC freshmen groups and 38% of the learning 
disabled group. The non-learning disabled and GC freshmen groups 
preference for major were similar; the learning disabled group showed a 
greater preference for the "Other" category. Indicating a desire for a major 
other than business, math/science, social science, humanities, or education. 

Learning disabled students differed from other project participants and 
freshmen in that they were slightly more likely to have actually graduated 
from high school, waited longer before attending college, and to enroll In GC 
as their first college experience. While they had similar degree aspirations, 
they were less certain how to attain the degree, unsure of their transfer and 
major plans. This uncertainty is characteristic of students at high risk of 
attrition and poor academic achievement. 



Academic Preparation 

Students were asked to rate their level of preparation In 12 academic 
areas, on a scale of Very Well (3), Fairly Well (2), or Not Well (1). The 
results of the self-ratings are in Table 12 (page III - 21). Most students 
felt they were fairly well skilled in all areas (means of 1.75 to 2.25) The 
non-learning disabled students and the GC freshmen ratings were very 
similar The learning disabled group saw themselves as slightly better 
prepared in the areas of writing, reading, study skills, science, and career 
and college major planning. 

The self-perception of better academic preparation by the learning 
disabled students Is interesting in light of their lower scores (though 
generally greater variability) on the GC Placement tests. The average 
Writing placement test score for the learning disabled students was 18, at 
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the 19th percentile rank for General -College (that Is, the learning disabled 
students scored better than 19% of entering 6C freshmen) The non-learning 
disabled students scored higher at 24. the 40th percentile rank for the 
College. The average score on the Reading test for the learning disabled 
students was 17, compared to 23 for the non-leamini; disabled students; 
these scores fall at the 26 and 45 percentile rank for the College 
respectively. 

The learning disabled group scored on the average below the non-learning 
disabled group on the arithmetic and algebra tests as well, and both groups 
were below the 50th percentile rank for the College. See Table 13 (page III 
- 22) for a more complete list of placement test performance. 

The learning disabled students overestimated their abilities and 
achievements when their perceptions were compared with the placement 
test performance. While scoring below the non-learning disabled group and 
below the 50th percentile on all tests, their ratings of achievement in 
writing and reading exceeded those of non-disabled students. 



Self-Esteem and Counseling Needs 

Students were asked to Indicate their need for counseling services in 
nine areas. The results are listed in Table 14 (page III-23). Generally, the 
GC freshmen indicated a need and Intention to use counseling in the areas of 
career or educational planning (70S), study skills (66%), and financial 
matters (41 %), with little need in other areas. 

The non-learning disabled participants counseling needs were similar to 
the GC freshmen, though a little deflated in the areas of career and study 
skills counseling need. Tiie learning disabled students indicated similar 
need and Intent to use counseling In these three areas (58%. 68% and 53% 
respectively), but they were also more likely to see themselves as in need 
of family counseling (16%), counseling on how to make friends (26%), couple 
counseling (16%), chemical dependency counseling (16%), and other 
counseling (16%). 

All students completed the Janis - Field Attitude mventory as a measure 
of self-esteem. The average score for GC freshmen was 3 48. with a 
standard deviation of .53. For the learning disabled and non-learning 
disabled groups, the means were 3.46 and 3.52, with standard deviations of 
.67 and .49 respectively. The test score range is 0 to 5. with higher 
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numbers indicating greater self-esteem (Table 10. page 11-18) 



While Intent to use counseling services provides some support for the 
research literature Indicating that some learning disabilities Include 
difficulties in social perception and processing of social Information, their 
self-esteem was not significantly lower. 



Employment and Financial A id 

Leaminy lisabled students generally intended to be employed during the 
suiool year less often than did other students. Forty-seven percent 
Indicated they did not Intend to work while they attended college, compared 
to 10% of the non-learning disabled students and 15% of the GC freshmen. 
Sixteen percent of the learning disabled students indicated they planned to 
work 20 or more hours per week while they attended college, compared to 
27% and 23% for the non-leaming disabled participants and GC freshmen 
respectively. 

The learning disabled student expectations for financial aid were not 
very different from other students however. Thirty-seven percent indicated 
they were receiving financial aid. compared to 30% of the GC freshmen and 
41% of the non-leaming disabled students in the project (Table 1 1. page 
III-19), 



Microcomputers and Composition 

The students participating in the Project were also questioned initially 
concerning their familiarity with microcomputers and their ability to write 
Some interesting differences were found (Table 15. page III- 24). 

While just over a third of each group Indicated they had never used a 
word processor. 27% of the non-leaming disabled students felt they had had 
extensive experience with the microcomputer compared to 5% of leaming 
disabled students Generally, students with microcomputer experience had 
used the Apple He. Most students had some typing experience, when asked 
to rate their typing ability, self-ratings were 2.5 for leaming disabled and 
3.2 for non-learning disabled on a five point scale from terrible to 
excellent Students indicated a similar improvement in their writing when 
they used a typewriter. Interestingly, they indicated a higher level of 
ability to use a word processor (3.2 and 3.7 respectively). 



o 

IC 

Evaluation Report 



49 



42 



Learning Disabled Oollege Writers' Prtqect 



1985-86 



When asked to n?te the difficulty they had with writing, both groups 
tended to Indicate the/ found writing neither easy or difficult However, 
when asked specifically If a certain aspect of writing was a problem, 86% 
of the learing disabled students Indicated punctuation and spelling were 
problems, 57% said composing was a problem and Ad% Indicated they had 
difficulty with grammar. These responses indicate the learning disabled 
students actually were more likely to have experienced difficulty writing 
than the non-disabled students (responses of 41%, 36%, 38% and 30% 
respectively). 

The differences In writing difficulty continued to appear in the scores of 
the Daly Test of Writing Apprehension. On the pretest, the average score for 
the learning disabled student group was 78 compared to a mean of 63 for the 
non-leaming disabled group. The learning disabled students were 
significantly more apprehensive about writing (Table 10, page 11-18). 

Students were asked to rate their writing abilities on a five point scale 
from terrible (1) to excellent (5). Differences were apparent In student 
perception of their ability to communicate through written letters (average 
of 3.1 for learning disabled and 3.9 for non-leaming disabled) and written 
reports (3.0 and 3.6), and their ability to organize facts and ideas to support 
a viewpoint (3.0 and 3.4). There were 3:so differences In student perception 
of their ability to succeed ir a composition class (3.3 and 3.7). 

There were no real differences in their ability to form ideas, with 33% 
of the learning disabled students and 30% of the non-leaming disabled 
students indicating this was a problem. Both groups indicated a "passable- 
ability to keep others' interest when they were telling a story. 

These results Indicace that the learning disabled students were much 
more likely to have experienced difficulties In writing, and were much more 
apprehensive about their writing About one third of each group had no 
experience with microcomputers. The learning disabled students who had 
used m::romputers generally indicated they had had little or some 
experience on the microcomputer, while 27% of the non-learning disabled 
students indicated they had extensive experience on the micro. 
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IV. Conclusions and Recommendations 



Conclusions 



The Project intervention and performance objectives as described in the 
grant were implemented in a timely and effective mariner. 

The initial training provided structured experience on the 
microcomputer, ensuring students had the word processing skills to begin 
the composition course and reducing computer anxiety. The two hour time 
commitment was adequate without becoming a burdensome requirement on 
the students. 

The composition curriculum was effective from the perspective of 
student satisfaction with the courses and from the satisfactory 
performance of all students in the courses. The class ratio of 2:1 
non-learning disabled to learning disabled students and lack of additional 
support or issources for the learning disabled students document that 
mainstreamed education is an effective strategy The open computer lab 
was heavily used by students, particularly in the winter quarter, supporting 
the need for this resource when using microcomputers in instruction. 

The career component worked for the students sufficiently motivated to 
pursue the option outside the structure of the classroom, but most students 
did not complete the component. The need for greater structure was built 
into plans for the second year of the Project. 

Project staff have extensively presented and published information on 
the training, curriculum and findings over the past year The curriculum 
was designed and offered Winter and Spring quarters Twenty-one learning 
disabled students participated in the Project, including eleven who 
participated in the carpo"^ component 



51 



Learning Disabled College Writers' Project 



1985-86 



The Evaluation Objectives 

This Demonstration Project assumed that the learning disabled students 
were writing and achieving at an academic level below their non-learning 
disabled peer group, and that this lower achievement would be demonstrated 
through the usual mechanisms of grade point average, credits completed and 
performance on an essay. 

Some of the Project measures indicated support for the assumption of 
differences in writing and academic achievement. Seventy-one percent of 
the learning disabled students who had held jobs which required writing 
indicated that their writing ability had caused problems in their job The 
mean score on the Writing Placement test taken at entrance to GC placed the 
learning disabled student group at the 19th percentile rank of the college 
norms; their mean score on the Reading Placement test was at the 25th 
percentile rank. Over half of the learning disabled students self-reported 
that punctuation, spelling, and composing were problematic. The 
Woodcock -Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery written language 
achievement subtests Indicated that the learning disabled students were on 
average achieving at the level of a young adolescent, not a young adult. And 
learfiing disabled students scored significantly lower on the writing sample. 

However, the learning disabled students did not demonstrate the 
achievement differences in the usual academic measures. There were no 
significant differences between the learning disabled and the non-learning 
disabled students in grade point average and credit completion ritio. The 
learning disabled group performed almost as well as the non-learning 
disabled students In the composition courses, and all students attained a 
grade of C or higher. On the traditional measures of achievement, the 
distribution of scores for the lec^ming disabled student was almost the 
same as the distribution for the non-learning disabled student, just shifted 
a little lower. Thus, the achievement differences between the learning 
disabled and non-learning disabled students were only found through timed 
or standardized test situations and self-report — not through measures 
traditionally used to assess ongoing achievement in college 

One possible explanation is that the learning disabled students may be 
able to mask or compensate for their lower levels of achievement on day to 
day measures of achievement, which are not available to the student during 
a placement test and Vv'hich would not actually reduce the number of 
problems they experienced Forty-seven percent of the learning disabled 
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students were not employed while they were in the Project, contrasted with 
10% of the non-learning disabled students The learning disabled students 
spent an average of 24 hours in the open lab during winter quarter, compared 
to 17 hours for the non-learning disabled. Nine of the 21 learning disabled 
students were in a college retention program which provided si^portive 
services; six were receiving academic assistance and tutoring as a result of 
their disability. Thus, it appears that the learning disabled students had 
more time to devote to their studies, and utilized more support services to 
enhance their achievement. These factors could have contributed to the 
similarity between groups on measures when the studenL could plan ahead or 
when time was not a factor in performance. 

Another facet of this achievement-performance relationship may be 
psychological. A feeling of apprehension or uncertainty how to proceed was 
the second area of difference between the learning disabled and 
non-learning disabled students. The average initial writing apprehension of 
learning disabled students was significantly h:gher than the non-learning 
disabled students. The learning disabled students were more likely to state 
they intended to use personal relationship counseling, perhaps indicative of 
greater uncertainty or probleTis in their social life. In their academic life, 
learning disabled students were less likely to have selected a major, and to 
have plans for achieving the degree to which they aspired 

The findings of the Project suggest that the learning disabled student 
who attends college is likely to perform almost as well as the non-learning 
disabled student, and that significant real differences in achievement and 
skills will be compensated for, possibly by additional time or the 
application of strategies to enhance their performance New measures 
which would tease out the differences between performance and 
achievement may provide a better measure of the effectiveness of the 
intervention. If time or compensating strategies are reasons for the 
equivalent performance in spite of significant differences in achievement, 
how does the curriculum and use of the microcomputer aid the student? 

Findings also indicate that apprehension and uncertainty are 
characteristics which demonstrate the differences between the learning 
disabled and non-learning disabled students, and that these feelings were 
affected during the intervention Greater attention to how the intervention 
influenced these characteristics would provide a greater insight into what 
components of the Project were effective 
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Recommendations 



Training 

Determine the feasibility of offering additional training in word 
processing software commonly found in the dormatories and micro 
laboratories on campus. Continue to provide training on a second 
microcomputer when a student requests such training during the program, 
and encourage students to try a second microcomputer. These procedures 
would increase the chances of transfer and continued use of word 
processing skills 

Composition Curriculum 

Develop measures to assess the relative influence and possible 
interaction of the microcomputer and the decentralized classroom in 
student satisfaction, writing skill achievement, and reduction of writing 
apprehension. The microcomputers provided the glamour of high technology 
and the benefit of free training in a desirable skill, the decentralized 
teaching style incorporated considerable peer interaction and self criticism 
Either process or a combination may have contributed to the success of the 
intervention The researcli question is which variable is causing the 
intervention results, would the curriculum be effective under a more 
traditional teaching style? 

Career Component 

In designing this component, cost and a process to attract and maintain 
student involvement should be considered to ensure replicability and 
participation by students Immediate practical application of content may 
attract students. Learning disabled students were more uncertain of their 
major, their responses indicated they found the component most helpful 
when it suggested ways to enhance or structure their college education 
This focused approach to career explor2tion and planning may enhance 
student interest and participation in the program 
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Evaluation Objectives 

Continue to collect data on the traditional measures of achievement, but 
attempt to identify compensatory strategies used by the learning disabled 
students during the writing course which enhance their performance but not 
their actual achievement. Continue to assess apprehension and uncertainty 
differences and develop measures to assess how the Project affects these 
characteristics 
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APPENDIX A 

MICROOOMPUTER WORD PROCESSOR TRAINING GUIDELINES 

1. Verbolint^txluctYon to the machine and access 

Power Switches (Oomputer and Printer) Monitor . ICeytxaard 
Mouse or Cursx Keys 



2. Tutorials/Training 

A. BankStreet Tutorial (for IBM aid Apple He) 

Tutorial lessons covering Cursor key movement. Erasing and Unerasing Text. Move 
and Moveback Tort, Find and Replace. 

Training in the placement of Program Disks into drives ( Program Disk in Drive A. 
Data Disk in Drive B ; explanation of why a data disk is nesdod for the BankStreet 
program. 

Training review of Menu features on the actual Bankslreet Program , with special 
emphasis on Retrieving Files, Editing. Saving. Printing and Quitting BankStreet. 

Practice Using BankStreet with a Practice File, with special emphasis on Move and 
Moveback options, cursor movement, correcting spelling and deleting text. 

Training is complete when student has demonstrated ability to load BankStreet. 
retrieve files, save and quit the program disk. 



B. MacWrite-Price Tutorial (for Macintosh) 
How to Open Existing Files, Ost Started. 

Practice using Macwrite to revise Text, using Cut &nd Paste. Tabs, Styling, Cursor 
movement using Mouse. Spacing and Margin Setting, and Scrolling 

Learn Basic Commands of Save, Print, Quit, Close, Open New File and Eject. 

Training is complete when the student has demonstrated the ability to create new files, 
retrieve existing files, save text, quit and eject disk 
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TABLE 1 

MIC»OCX)MPinERTRAINIh« FOR STUDENTS ENTERING GC 1421 WINTER 1986 

1. fVeran, how helpful was the traiiring? 

54.5X Very Helpful 27.351; Oenerally Helpful 

1 8.2S Somewhat Helpful O.OX Not at all Helpful 

2. At the end of that training session , how comfortable did you feel working un the 
microcomputer? 

38.9f Very Oomfortable 1 8.555 Somewhat Comfortable 

40.7f Oenerally Oomfxtable 1 .9% Not at all Comfortable 

3. How clear was the instructor in presenting or explaining material? 

6 1 .831 Very Clear 1 .8JK Somewhat Clear 

36.45C Oenerally C)ev^ 0.05C Not at all Clear 

4. Did you feel the training sufficiently prepared you to take the OC 1 42 1 course using 
microcomputers? 94.35J Yes 

5. Didyou use the skills in GC 1421 that you learned in the training session? 

92.551 Yes 

SUOOESTIONSFOR IMPROVING THE TRAINING: 
Keep up the good work. 
The training session sufficed 

I alread/ knew how to use the computer. I felt the training was a waste of my time. 
More variety of computers. More computers!! 

Although I thought I had plenty of time in the one hour training, I think that ma/be prior to the 
class people should have time using the computer. 

Although) (Lab Asst) was an excellent "trainer", I learned more when I got started in the course. 
I've alwa/s had math and computer PHOBIA. Learning on your own once you get started is the best 
wa/ to learn. I think that the training sessions are very helpful but I learned more during the 
course about micro computers. (Lab Asst) was understanding, efficient but most importantly 
Patient He helped ease my anxiety alot 

Teaching assistants should know more about writing also, that would be very helpful ! 

One students did not receive training. 

Alread/ proficient on the word processor 

I was somewhat anxious b/4 starting class, afraid I wouldn't remember the training But no 
suggestions 

Its just a matter of learning and remembering it. 

( Lab Assts) did a very good job. I had computer training prior to the training session. 
Perfect (tJenerally Good") 

To have more writing assignments and to have a bigger variety of subjects to write on 
Give pe»ple more practice time especially LD students 
Plead the fifth 




Based on the responses of 57 students enrolled in the 3 6C1421 Microcomputer cour^ Winter 
86. Thirty percent of these students identified themselves as LD. 
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TABLE 2 

MICROCOMPUTER TRAINING FOR STUDENTS ENTERING OC 1 422 SPRING 1 986 

1. CVerell, how helpful W05 the training? 

77. S% Very Helpful 5.5« Somewhet Helpful 

t6.7« Oenerally Helpful o.o% Not at all Helpful 

2. At the end of that training session, how comfortable did you feel working on the 
microcomputer? 

44.4X Very Oomfortile 11 . 1 X Somewhat Comfortable 

44.4JI deneral Jy Comfortab'^j O.OX Not at all Comfortable 

3. Hew clear was the instructoi^ in presenting or explaining material? 
72.2f Very Clear 0.0% Somewhat Clear 
27.851 Oenerally Cleer 0.0% Not at all Clear 

4. Did you feel the training sufficiently prepared you to take the 8C 1 422 course using 
microcomputers? 94.4% Yes 

5. Did you use the skills in 90 1 422 that you learned in the training session? 

lOO.Of Yes 

SUQQESTIONS FOR IMPROVING NEXT YEAR'S TRAINING 

Yes: tonoer traimno session . so we know ALL the capabilities of the computer. 

For me the training session was a refresher coue because I alreacV knew bow to »ise b^kstreet 
- IdDnotknowwhatitwouldbelikeif I had never used a word processor before. 

possibly more open lab time —ma/be teach "Wordstar" program in addition because that is 
what is inthedDrmP.C.'s. 

ma/be a small manual printed for review of keyboard and it's operations for students to take 
home /bring to class, etc. 

Heve more training. Let students read instructions & try to use computer w/o instruction also 
I needed more time to practice independently. 

No 

Nope 

Keep it the same greet good 
None 

I believe there should be no training session - just get in ttere when class starts - write a 
practice paper - and learn only tt« important things - like "saving" a theme in some kirxl of 
training session 



Based on the responses of 1 8 students enrolled in the 3 GO 1 422 Microcomputer courses Spring 
86 who were not enrolled in Microcomputer 0C 1 42 1 course in Winter. None of these students 
identified themselves as LD 
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TABLE 3 

STUDENT OPINION SURVEY OF GC M21 AND 6C M22 COMPOSITION COURSES 



The numbers in the lefl column for each response option are the aggregate opinions of fifty-seven 
students from 3 secilons for Winter 86 OC 1421. The numbers in the right column are the 
aggregate opinions of sixty-five students from 3 sections for Spring 86 OC 1 422. These ar« the 
microcomputer Oollega Writers* Project courses. Items 1 - 1 6 are the students* general opinions 
of the instructor and course. Items 1 7-24 arc the students' mastery of course objectives. Items 
25-27 are computer and disability items. Studerit comments are included 



1. Instructor's clarity in presenting or discussing course material. 
0.0% 0.0% Unsatisfactory 
1.8il 1.52 Marginal 64.92 55.42 

10.52 13.82 Fairly Oood 22.82 29.22 



S&yOood 
Excellent 



2. Instructor's rapport with you as 8 student 
1.82 0.02 Unsatisfactory 
3.62 0.02 Marginel 
19.62 18.52 Fairly Oood 



50.02 52.32 
25.02 29.22 



Very Oood 
Excpi'ijnt 



3. Instructor's success in getting you interested or involved. 
1.82 0.02 Unsatisfactory 

3.52 1.52 Marginal 43 9 2 40.02 

24.62 26.22 Fairly Oood 26.32 32.32 



Very Oood 
Excellent 



Instructor's success in getting ycu to think. 
0.02 0.02 Unsatisfactory 
3.52 0.02 Marginal 
24.62 15.42 Fairly Oood 



43.92 56.92 
26.32 27.72 



5 Instructor's attention to "Srhat helps you learn best 
1.82 0.02 Unsatisfactory 
3.52 4 72 Marginal 
29.82 21.92 Fairh/Oood 33.32 



V I t to 



Very Oood 
ExcellKit 



Warn. / f^TM-wHl 



18.82 Excellent 



Helpfulness of feedback given you abort v*our performance. 
0.02 0.02 Unsatisfactory 
8 82 0 02 Marginal 38 62 49.22 

19.32 18.52 FairlyOood 19.32 32.32 



Veryftxxl 
Excellent 



7. Degree to which exams and papers measured your knowledge aid understanding. 
0.02 0.02 Unsatisfactory 

7 42 1.52 Marginal 44.42 55 42 Very Good 

37.02 33.82 FairlyOood 1112 9.22 Excellent 
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8. Relation of exams and papers to important points in the subject matter. 
0.02 0.02 Unsatisfatfiory 

7.52 1.62 Marginal 
34.02 22.22 Fairly Good 

9. Oiiwall quality of textCs) and handouts. 
3.62 0.02 Unsatisfactory 
9.12 3.22 Marginal 

41.82 23.82 Fairly Good 

10. Interest level of text(8) and handouts. 
0.02 0.02 Unsatisfactory 

17.92 9.52 Marginal 
42.92 39.72 Fairly Good 

11. How much have you Ictrned in this course? 
19.62 0.02 Little 
42.92 1.52 Some 
28.62 26.22 Much 



12. 



0.02 
7.02 
14.02 



0.02 
0.02 
3.12 



Poor 
Fair 
Good 



41.52 
17.02 


60.32 
15.92 


Very Good 
Excellent 


38.22 
7.32 


58.72 
14.32 


YwyGood 
Excellent 


35.72 
3.62 


38.12 
12.72 


Very Good 
Excellent 


6.92 
0.02 


52.32 
20.02 


Very Much 

An Exceptional Amount 


instructor's teaching 
28.12 33.82 
33.32 29.22 
17.52 33.82 


in this course? 

VeryOcnd 

Excellent 

Exceptionally Good 



. All things considered, how would you rate this course? 

0.02 1.52 Poor 28.12 30.82 

3.52 0.02 Fair 33.32 38.52 

14.02 10.82 Good 17.52 18.52 



Very Good 
Excellent 

Exertional ly Good 



14. How would you rate your own ability, prior to this course, to (teal with the subject matter 
of this course? 

1.82 4.62 Unsatisfactory 
22.82 27.72 Marginal 21.12 16.92 Very Good 



5? &« 44 fi« 



1 5. How would you rate your own motivation to do as well as you could In this course'' 
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0.02 


0.02 


Unsatisfactory 






10.72 


3.12 


Marginal 42.92 


52.32 


Very Good 


32.12 


35.42 


Fairly Good 14.32 


9.22 


Excellent 


16. What 


have your 


grades been in recent college cajr^'> 






16.12 


16.92 


Almost all A's 






46 42 


24.62 


Mostly A's&B's 7.12 


38 52 


Mostly B's &C's 


16.12 


15.42 


Mostly B's 14 32 


4.62 


Mostly C's or lo**er 
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} 7. Rate your ability to plan and organize an informative, analytical essay 
O.Oil 0.0« Terrible 

\.7% Poor 70.7« 70.8« Oood 

17.258 18.5X Passable 10.3X 7.7f Excellent 



1 8. Rete your ability to use standard written English in essa/ writing. 
0.051 Terrible 

l.5!l Poor 67.7« Good 

t2.35K Passable 18.551 Excellent 



18. Rateyour ability to recognize spelling errors in an essay. 
0.051 Terrible 

H.3X Poor 53.65? Dood 

M.3S5 Passable 17.9!l Excellent 



1 9. Rate your knowledge of drafting and editing strategies to improve writing. 
0.058 Terrible 

0.058 Poor 53.858 Oood 

33.858 Passable 12.358 Excellent 



19. Rateyour ability to recognize grammatical errors in an essay. 
0.058 Terrible 

10.558 Poor 54.458 Good 

26.358 Passable 8.858 Excellent 

20. Rateyour ability to revise and edit an essa/withgyt a word processor. 
0.058 1.558 Terrible 

12.558 20.058 Poor 32.158 30.«i« Good 

46.458 43.158 Passable 6.9% 4.^.58 Excellent 



21. Rate your ability to revise and edit an essa/ IMS 8 word processtr. 
0.0S5 0.058 Terrible 

0.058 0.058 Poor 46 656 SO.0% Oood 

13.858 14.158 Passable 39.7)8 35.958 Excellent 

22 Rate your ability' to give other students feecfcack about their writing. 
0.058 0.058 Terrible 

1.858 1.558 Poor 61.858 63.158 Good 

23.658 24.658 Passable 12.758 10 88 Excellent 

23. Rate your awareness of how the intended audience influences how m essay is written 
0.0% 0.0% Terrible 

1.758 0.055 Poor 74. IX 61.558 Good 

15.558 26.258 Passable 8.658 12 358 Excellent 



24 Rateyour ability to talk in class BboLtyTur writing. 
0.058 0.058 Terrible 

12.158 7.758 Poor 48 358 49.2X Good 

27.658 29.258 Passable 12 1 58 13.858 Excellent 

O 
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25. Rote the helpfulness of the Lob Tooching Assistants 

0. 0% O.OSI Terrible 

1. ax O.OX Poor 26.3SI 43. If Good 
3.5f 1.5JI Pessoblc 68.455 55.4X Excellent 



26. Was the microcomputer tab open ctou^ hours for you to complete your written 
assignments for this course? 
96.5« 98.551 Yes 



Comments on Sufficient Lab Hours : M21 
Never encountered any problems, plenty of time 
I like some nights to 
Kevin was very helpful 
NobocV was in the labs half the time 
Yes» I used the computer in my dorm though, 
but weekends would have been helpful 
I always had more than enough time 
More More More 

confltet wltTk scheladB fx class, work 

Although there should be better hours on Wed, Mc^i, fn 

Time was always available. 

I feel that the hours were plenty. 

Would have liked to have Lab HRs. on Mondays, Wed, & fhds/s as well. 

Oomments on Sufficient Lab Hours- M22 
the hours were great 

1 alweys had a 3pen chance to use computers. 
Good accessibility. 

I was able to come in when it was convenient for me 
Lab assistants very cooperative f n this matter. 

Although I used my parents computer, It was nice to have the option at school 

But I have to work to stey in school so I cerri make it all the time. 

but still could be open more hours 

but availability on weekends would ttave made it excellent. 

No: open until 9 three dff/s 8 week. 

I wish there could have been more hours on Weds & Fri. 



27. Was the microcomputer lab open at times that were convenient fcr yoj to use tr« lob? 
92.751 92.25? Yes 



Pom me ^ts on Convenience of Lab Hours : 1 42 1 
Evening hours were also nice. 
Only on some da/s 
Not alwff/s. 

Mostly for most part Am glad they have evening lab hrs. 

Needed more de//morning & afternoon hours 

5 - 8 pm is greet 

More evening hours would be nice. 

Would have liked to have Lab HRs on Mondcys, Wed, & Fricte/s as well 
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Mo5t of the time although next quarter I start working, 
conflict with schelade fx class,work 
More More More 

It wouW be nice if the class were not taught in the labs so the lab would be open during class. 

Qprnments on Opnyenlenoe of Lab Hours: M22 
Open lab hours were very conveieniant and Hpful 
6:00 to 8 00 pn Mon & Wed was exceptionally helpful 

Unfortunately, it would have been difficult with my schedule this quarter, but it wojld not 
been impossible to make time. 

there were enGU(^ convenient hours but I had to juggle my schedule to make it fit 

More night hours would have been nice. 

Too bad it wasn't open more evening. 

I wish there could been more hours on Weds & Fr I. 

Although it would be greet if there were more hours feasible on MWF. 

class time (other classes) took up much good time & space 

Set Sun 

28. Do you haves learning disability? 
29.8X 21.SX Yes 

OENERAL COMMENTS ON THE COURSE: ( verbatim , organized by cl^ »k1 by topic) 
1421: 

I would have to say that the course is very well organized and to ke^ doing what your doing, 
because it is a very orod course . . . 
6Dod class very helpful 

Everything was greet Was an enjoyable learning exp^ience I hope more clas^ are offord 
like this. 

I thought it was e good class. 

It was a wonderful class! no suggestions. 

I feel this course was set up to the best of it's advantages. I would normally have dreaded 
taking 1 42 1 , but I loved it and I couldn^t improve it in any v/ey. 
I thou^t the class was run rather well. 

Overall an execptionally well class, with a greet ach/antage teaching both writing skills axl 
word processina 

Using a computer to write my essa/s was a great help , I was niort comforiable and I could see 
and understand what I was writing better. 

I think my overall writing quality was improved as a result of the microcomputer. 

More emphasis on the word prooessors ability to diversify writing techniques. 

Ocationel "skill -sessions" to aquaint students with more of the capacitys of the computer. 

Maybe have the writing geared more to the computers. Doing (irafts on the computers 
prewriting and anything elese. 

No, but I just wanted to sa/ that (Prof) is a good teacher & thet he was always willing to help 

Thanks!! Healsowasvery understanding & I appreciate thet 

Teaching assistants should know more about writing also, that would be very helpful! (T) 

A way that I feel would improve my writing tremendously is a feedback system. There wasn't 

enough feecfcack for me provided during the class hours. Feedback should be 6 structured 
method with instructions on giving good feedback to people about their writing. 
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Specific writing problems need to be identified individually, & I feci the computer could be on 
elde in Wentlflcatlon & also in changing the problem -> especially in comparing first drafts will 
revisions. 

Quality of textbooks/hfixlouts. acxl^rt nature of some made them unsatisfactory. 
Get rid of texts books anci find some that are easier. 
I still word like to inprove my writing skllles 

Some assignments are vauga i wish I had a more cleer picture of whet to write. Ispendelot 
of time trying to figure It out. 

More detailed instructions on papers. 

To hff^ more writing assignments and to have e bigger variety of subjects to write on. ( T ) 
i think something about Monday's should be done. There Is to many people to work on the 
computer, ha/be we should have just lectures on Monder/ and FridB/ & Wednesday work day. 
More comfortable chairs would be nica 

Overall,! think thet 2 days of open lab (Tues&Thurs) were not very convenlwt It would 
have been nice to have more on Mon, Wed, and Friday. 

Oould use more computers, because sometimes Uiere are more students than computers. 
More open lab hours. 
Nighttime and weekend lab times. 

Don't give students those tests my brain air ist went on strike! Otherwise, keep up the good 
work! 



1422 

I like this class. 

wouldn't mind taking the course again good teacher, good TA, 

I fully enjoyed this course. Thanks for letting me perticipate. 

Oood course, extremely helpful !! I nstructor very Helpful and good motivator ! 

I thoroughly cnjo/ed this class, even though I had a very hectic schedule. 

I think this course is excellent 

i tjxxjgtit this was a good class and would like to see more like it. 
I thou^t was an ouManding course. 

I feel that the Instructor was very Interested in teaching and helping students to improve their 
writing skills. He was very aggressive which helped me to write better and feel much better about 
my writing. He gave us ample time to gather information and to type our papers. I would strongly 
recommend the course and Instructor. 

I found this course to be somewhat harder than 1 42 1 . Having the instructor for two previous 
quarters, I'm use to the W8/ she teaches and i tikeltalot. I hope she continues it in the future. 

This course has help me to write more then narrative, I learned to compromise and analaze 
And the group worked helped break up the boringness of writing all the time. 

I learned so much In this course. The Instructor Is a excellent teacher and she has mad me 
mere confident about my writing Oraat Teacher. 

This class has been roelly helpful in many wa/s. I learned alot about writting, using e 
computor for It, and In general the experteance of just using computer In general. The ( Prof) was 
a good instructor and ( Lab i^ssistante) were just as good at helping out with questions when the 
instructor wasn't around. I \*ou1drecomend this course to anyone, with an^ career goel 

The course was very benet ."ial when It came to expressing one's own opinions and it was a big 
challenge for me - but I would of rather been given more time in class for writing and less time in 
class for lecture. 

I think we telk too much atoot assignments and getting into groups or in circles because it 
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gives people e eesy slip to goof off and not do their own individual work that really ^1d t)c their 
whole grade. 

I enjo/ed this class, n^alnly for the class discussions. I felt everyone was Involved and 
genuinely interested in what we were talking about I felt ( Prof) did a good job in provoking 
discussion and interest in what our topic was fx the quarter. 

The instructor was a big plus, she is motivated In such a constru:ttve W9/, that It makes the 
individual student become motivated as well. Writing papers was fun. 

i think the strateg/ of peer feedback is Important to writing. I could have used more in depth 
lectures on writing strategics, historical evolution of writing, and perhaps more examples from 
writers to illustrate strategies and evolution. 

I find the series of papers we are doing this querter Is a good way to develope writing skills 
and learn about a familiar subject, i find this quarter much more interesting and helpful than 
last. 

I think the instructx was one of the nicest teachers I've had so far In my college school. He 
really wants to make you tearn and understand whet we are trying to accomplish. The only thing I 
didn't like is the long lectures. I hate lectures. Theonly time they're not bod is when you have to 
take notes to pass a test Other than that (any teacher or class) I can't stand it Any teacher or 
class doesn't change my view. A teacher that's wonderful and nice (the instructor) couldn't change 
It 

( Prof )'s suggestions and commenb were very helpful when und^taking and while rewriting 
papers. He has good insight to people's writing, which I feel is fairly rare. 

Would have liked to create our own stories in our own Ideas Insted of relating It to music or a 
Rock related subject 

I found the topics to be interested that we had to write about. 

I did not like the subject that we wrote about ( music) this quarter. I could never read the 
copies the instructor gave us because the copy was done very bad 

The use of the computer made it easier and worthwhile. I think that the use of microcomputers 
for M2 1 & 1 422 wes an all time plus, it aided students to learn a little bit more about 
themselves and the general use of a computer. 

Using the computers makes me write more fluently. 

i reelly enjo/ed learning about and using computers - so much that I plan to purchase one 
myself. Usingthecomputersreally helps me to write much better. I have alot of trouble writing 
( manually), and editing and re- writes are a real chore. With the computer all these problems are 
elemniated, and I can concentrate fully on my content and quality. 

It ( M22) has helped me to do a better job of writing and It has made me even more sure 
about my choice of major, fly major is journalism Now I feel very confident with my writing, 
and the lab assistant and the instructor were excellent help. 1 reelly learned slot in this cource. 

I think we sould place more in helping people get over a learning disabilitys and less time ^ 
mono/ for sports and ( IT) and life people up in this country and spend less on war. 
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TABLE 4 

STUDENT J0& BACKGROUND AND CAREER PLANS 









Held 8 job Uirt required the use of writing? 






Had problems in 8 job because of your writing 
ability? 


29A% 


0.0% 


Think your experiences with a computer will 
help you get a job some do/? 


82 A% 


9A.9% 


Which statement best describes your career dBcis)on 
-1 haveftrm Ideas about the career I'd 

like to go Into: 29 A% 38.555 
-1 have thought about different careers, 

but have not made up my mind whictj 

career to chooser 58.855 
-1 have no idee which rareer 1 would like 

togointo: 11.82 


53.85? 
7.7S5 


Has this course effected your attitudes toward or 
ideas about possible career choices? 


57 IX 


60.858 


Has your computer experience in this course 
helped you to develop skills you will need for 
emplo/mant? 


85 7!l 


84.0!? 


Do yru expect to use a computer in th future 


100 01 


89 451 



for wr ittnginejob? 



The first four items are from the initial interview, conducted prior to the start of Winter 
quarter ; the final three items were administered at the end of Sprir»g quarter. 
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TABLES 

LEARNING DISABLED STUDENTS' OPINIONS OF CAREER EXPLORATION SERVICES 

Participated in the Career Exploration Services I- 
6^.7% Yes 

IF NO. Why did you DQt participate in the Career Explxation Services^ 

O.OI I didn't have time to do the extra work. 
16.7f I wasn't interested in the career exploration that was offered 
16.7f I didn't understand what the career course was about. 

0.0% I couldn't coordinate my schedule with the career specialist 
66.7X Other reason. 



IF PARTICIPATED IN CAREER EXPLORATION SERVICES: 



Used computerized systems fx career exploration:^ 

ZbA% SI6I+ 9. IX Both SI61+ Old Discover 

27.3X Discover 27.35? Neither 

Number of completed infxmatlonal interviews.-^ 

63.6S5 None 9. IX Two 

18.2X Ore 9 15S Three x More 

The SCI I increased my knowledge about careers that fit my interests 
0.0% Sl"ongly Agree 
SA.5% Agree 9 1 55 Disagree 

36.45? Uncertain 0.05? Strongly Disagree 

The Pathfinder program helped me to understarKj my Strong-Canpbell results ^ 
0 051 Strongly Agree 
81.85? AgrtK 9.15? Disagree 

9 1 5? Uncertain 0.05? Strongly Disagree 

The computerized 3^ stems (SI6i + , Discover) mc useful infxmation on different ch eers ^ 

36.45? Strongly Agree 0.05? Disagree 

27.Z% Agree 0.05? Strongly r ^ee 

9. IX Uncertain 27.3X Did not l ,u»er system 

Infxmational interviews with emplo/ers helped me to understand mxe about a specific career.^ 
9. IX Strongly Agree O.OX Disagree 

18.2X Agree O.OX Strongly Disagree 

9 IX Uncertain 63 6X Did not intxview emplo/ers 



1 : percentage based on the 1 7 LD students who completad the sequence 

2: percentages based on the six students who did not participate but completed the sequence 

3: percentage based or 1 1 subject who participated in the program and completed the surve/ 
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I have 8 better icba which college courses to teke based upon my career interests ' 
O.Of Strongly Agree 
63.6« Agree 0.0% Disagree 

27.3f Uncertain 0.0% Strongly Disagree 

Hewing specific career interests m mind will help me to be more successful in college courses ^ 
9 If Strongly Agree 

72.7JI Agree 0.0% Disagree 

18.2f Ijncertain 0.0% Strongly Disagree 

The career explxation course has increased my motivation to do well in college 
O.Of Strongly Agree 

S-I.Sf Agree 9. If Disagree 

36.4f Uncertain O.Of Strongly Disagree 



1 . percentage based on the 1 7 LD students who completed the sequence 

2: percentages based on the six students who did not participate but completed the sequence 

3: percentage based on 1 1 subject who participated in the program and completed the suive/ 
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TABLE 6 

STUDENT PERFORMANCE ON THE WRITING SAMPLE 



Time Learning Disabled Non-Learning 

Administered Students Disabled Studerls 



(n=16) (n = 39) 

January Mean 3.00 4.08 .002 

SO 1.13 .86 



(n=17) (n = 39) 

March/April Mean 3.79 4.54 .000 

SO .56 .72 



(n=15) (n = 37) 

June Mean 3.50 4.47 .010 

SD 1.20 .77 



Scale range is 1 to 6, with higher numbers indicating treater writing skill. 
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SubTest 



TABLE? 
STUDENT PERFORMANCE ON THE 
WOODCOCK-JOHNSON PSYCHO- EDUCATIONAL BATTERY 



Learning disabled 
Students (N= 16) 



Non- learning disabled 
Students (N = 31) 



Dictation 



Pre: M/SO 23.13 4.40 
Post: M/SO 24.44 3.95 



29.90 2.77 
30.52 2.68 



Proofing 



Pre. M/SO 13.50 4.59 
Post:M/SD 15.19 4.67 



20.00 
20.90 



2.37 
2.79 



Punctuation 



Pre- M/SD 
Post: M/SD 



7.31 2.68 
8.63 2.75 



10.45 
11.42 



1.98 
1.73 



Spelling 



Pre: M/SO 21.50 4.56 
Post: M/SD 22.31 4.09 



27.55 
28.84 



4.18 
3.00 



Usage 



Pre: M/SD 
Post. M/SO 



7.94 2.38 
8 69 2.21 



10.84 
1 1.16 



1.37 
1 24 



Written Language 
Aptitude 



Pre M/SD 537.38 18.86 



Post- M/SD 536.75 18 97 



547.77 8.88 



548 71 9.14 



Written Language 
Achievement 



Pre: M/SO 517.25 16.66 



Post M/SO 525 06 17.99 



543 68 8 60 



546.87 9 88 



M/SD raw score mean and standard deviation 
EAS equivalent age score 
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TABLES 

CHANOE SCORES IN STUDENT PERFOftnANCE ON THE WRITING SAMPLE 



Orqup Time 1 Time 2 

January March 



Learning 
Disabled 



Mean 3.00 3 81 .004 

SO 1.25 .57 (n=16) 



January June 

Mean 3.07 3.50 .171 

SO 1.17 1.29 (n=H) 



Non-Learning 
Disabled 



January i^&rch 

Mean 4.08 4.54 .002 

SO .86 .72 (n=39) 



January June 

Mean 4.10 4 49 009 

SD .87 79 (n = 37) 
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TABLE 9 

HIOH SCHOOL AND CaLEOE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 



Learning disabled Non- learning disabled 



o 

ERIC 



HIGH Percentile Rmk 


Mean 


27.00 


29.40 


SCHOOL 












IK 




GPA 


Mean 


< ft ^ 

1.83 


2.07 








4R 




N 

ri 


1 u 


RA 






£..\J r 


9 fiQ 






. f o 


77 




k) 

n 




O -7 


OCR 


Mean 


.91 


.93 






94 


1 A 

. 1 o 




K) 




O -7 


CUMULATIVE (»>A 


Meoi 


2.42 


2.82 




so 




fi9 


TALL 


k| 

n 


9n 




QUARTER 










Mean 


ft /" 
.86 


.89 




sn 


94 


9fi 




kj 

n 


90 


71 


SPRING GPA 


Mean 


2.35 


2.48 


OiJARTrR 
Vwthx I i_r\ 


sn 


1 OR 


1 14 




N 


18 


66 




MpAn 


77 


79 




SD 


.34 


.37 




N 


18 


66 


WRITING CURRICULUM ONLY 








1 AO 1 ADA 
] *iZ 1 Or A 


Mean 


0 Uo 




OCR 


Mean 


95 


.8; 




N 




55 


H22 GPA 


Mean 


2 89 


3.04 


OCR 


Mean 


.72 


85 




N 


20 


52 


GPA grade point average 








COR: credit cx}mpletion ratio 
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TABLE 10 

STUDENT SELF-ESTEEM AND WRITING APPREHENSION 



Janis-Pield Self-Esteem 


Learning disabled 


Non-lewning disabled 


Scale 




Students (N= 17) 


Students (N = 39) 


Pre 


Mean 


3.46 


3.52 




SO 


.67 


.49 


p£Bt 


Mean 


3 54 


3.69 




SO 


.65 


.41 




Daly-Miller Test of 




Learning disabled 


Non- learnir^ dis^led 


Writing Apprehension 


Students (N= 15) 


Students (N = 35) 


Pre 


M^ 


78.33 


63.06 




SO 


16.05 


14.91 


Post 


Mean 


65.60 


60.31 




SO 


16.86 


16 70 



No significant differences were found on the Jonis-Field Siyiificanl differences were found on the 
Defy. The reduction in apprehension from the pretest to U« posttest for the learning dis^led 
students was siyiificant ( p = .00 1 ), while the two groups were slgnificant^/ different at entry 
into the Project, the differences at the end of Spring quarter were no longer significant ( p = 
.318). 
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TABLE 1 1 

DEMOORAPHiC CX)MPARIS0N OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS TO ALL COLLEGE FIRST YEAR STUDENTS 



Characteristics A116C ID Non-LD 
N'^SSO N'=21 N = 73 



Averegeoge in years: 


20.1 


22.76 


21 89 


Sex: 










57.15? 


63.22 


53.62 


T&m8!6 




OD.O A 


*tD.*t36 


Ethnic Bo^caround' 








American IndiBTt 


2 92 


5.32 


1.52 


Asian/Pacific Islander 




0.02 


1 52 


DiacK 


r .036 






H i soan ic/Ch i cano 


3.2SK 


0,02 


1.52 


Caucasinn 


74 9X 


84.22 


82.42 


Other 


1.32 


5.32 


5 95S 


Have 8 disability: 








Yes 


5.12 


100.2 


3.02 


KeCclYiiiy rlnarX;i8l AiQ: 








Yes 


29 52 


36.82 


40 62 


No 


46 92 


57 92 


43.52 




22.92 


5 32 


15 92 


Will work while attend college- 








kin 

NO 


1 o.olb 






Yes 1-10 hntjni/wfiRk 


12.52 


10.52 


1 1.92 


Yes 1 1 - 20 hours/week 


29 82 


21 12 


32 82 


Yp«5 21-35 hmrs/wfiek 


17.52 


10.52 


22 42 


Yes 35+ hours/wfiftk 


5 22 


5.32 


4.52 


Unsure 


19.12 


5 32 


17 92 


Plan to trtfisfer frofn OC* 










4 


5 


1 43; 


Yes, within University 


73.8S 


52.92 


85.52 


Yes, outside Uni versify 


3.555 


5.92 


1.42 


Unsure 


17.1SE 


35.32 


1012 


Education before entered OC 








8th grade or less 


.151 


002 


002 


Some high school 


.9X 


0 02 


0 02 


High School gradue'iion 


66.52 


78 92 


65 22 


0.E.D diploma 




5 32 


7.22 


1 yr or less of college 


2065? 


5.32 


18.82 


2yr or more of college 


4.72 


10.52 


4.32 


Other 


2.52 


002 


4.32 
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Table 1 1 continued 

Characteristics All QC 



LD 



1985-86 



Non-LD 



Years since you attencied any school: 

Less than 1 year 68.62 52.62 60.955 

l-2years 17.12 21.12 M.52 

3-5years 8.92 21.12 11.62 

6- 10 years 2.52 0.02 11.62 

More than 10 years 2.52 5.32 1.42 



Higtwst degree you wish to obtain- 
None 3.92 10.52 6 02 
Certificate 1.12 0.02 0.02 
Associate 4.12 5.32 4.52 
Bachelor 46.62 47.42 37.32 
Masters 33.52 31.62 38.82 
Doctorate 7.62 5.32 13.42 



Intended Major: 



Don't Know 


24.82 


37.52 


23.42 


Business 


25.42 


18.82 


26.62 


Humanities 


3.52 


0.02 


7.82 


Social Science 


6.22 


12.52 


14.12 


Math/Science 


11.92 


0 02 


10.92 


Med. Science 


4.62 


6 32 


3 12 


Education 


4.8? 


0.02 


6.32 


Other 


1362 


25 02 


7.82 



Mother*s Education: 



8th grade or 1^ 


3.52 


1252 


3.12 


Some hi^ school 


5.52 


6.32 


0.02 


High school graduateMD 


32.42 


25.02 


36.92 


Som : college 


19.32 


.25 02 


1852 


Vocational training/certificate 


8.82 


12 52 


20.02 


Bachelor's degree 


16.72 


18.32 


13.82 


Master's degree 


5.82 


0.02 


7.72 


Dxtorate degree 


1.22 


0.02 


0.02 



Father's Education 



8th grade or less 


4.12 


7.12 


4 82 


Some high school 


5.92 


0.02 


3.22 


High school graduate/'iED 


20 82 


26.62 


27.02 


Some college 


1582 


28.62 


9.52 


Vocational training/certificate 


9.32 


0 02 


4.82 


Bachelor's degree 


1992 


21 42 


28 62 


Master's degree 


1262 


7 12 


20 62 


Doctorate decree 


3.82 


7.12 


1.62 
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TABLE 12 

COMPARISON Of PROJECT PARTICIPANTS TO ALL CaLEGE FIRST YEAR STUDENTS 
SELF-PERCEPTION Of ACADEMIC PREPARATION 



A1I6C LD Mon-LD 
(N=850) (N=21) (N=73) 



Mathematical Skills 


Mean 


2.27 


2.50 


2.24 




SD 


65 


&? 


6Q 


Writing Skills 


Mean 


1.95 


2 33 


1 97 








6Q 




Reading Skills 


Mean 


1.77 


2.16 


1.66 








,SJ\J 




Stud/ Skills 


Mean 


2.13 


2 42 


2.13 




on 


61 


Rl 
.u 1 


64 


Musical and Artistic Skills 


Mean 


2.17 


2 33 


2.03 




5>D 


76 


6Q 


.U 1 


Library and Research Skills 


Mean 


2.10 


2.11 


2.28 






6"^ 


6ft 




Time Management Skills 


Mean 


2.12 


2 11 


2 09 




SO 


64 


.47 


.70 


Science 


Mean 


2.28 


2 59 


2.15 




SD 


.63 


.62 


.63 


History, Social Science 


Mean 


2 00 


2 24 


1.97 




SD 


.61 


.56 


.63 


Art, Music, & Literature 


Me^ 


2.07 


2 00 


1.95 


Appreciation 


SO 


.72 


.61 


.79 


Decision-Making Skills 


Mean 


1.80 


1 82 


1 88 




SD 


61 


.64 


59 


Career & CSollege Major Plans 


Mean 


1 99 


2.06 


2 03 




SO 


.66 


73 


.66 
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TABLE 13 

COMPARISON OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS TO ALL COLLEGE FIRST YEAR STUDENTS 
ENTRANCE PLACEMENT TEST SCORES 



LD Non-LD GC- Norms 

Test N=21 N=73 50th Percentile 



Reading Mean 17 40 22 82 23 

SD 8 13 6 19 

PR 26^ 50% 



Writing Mean 18 15 24 31 

SD 8 10 5 59 

PR ]9% A7% 



Whole Numbers Mean 4.70 5.37 

SD 1 59 1 43 

PR 251 A0% 



Arithmetic Mear 12 20 15 14 U 

SD 6 41 4 94 

PP. 20^ 39^ 



Algebra Mean 6 35 10 79 11 

SD 5 10 11 84 

Pk 25^ 50^ 
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TABLE H 

COMPARISON OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS TO ALl COLLEGE FIRST YEAR STUDENTS. 
INTENT TO USE CaLEGE COUNSELING SERVICES 



Type of 
Oounselinq 


Aii X 
(N=850) 


LD 
(N=21) 


Nton-LD 
(N=73) 


Financial Counseling 


41.52 


52.6!? 


44.15? 


Family Counseling 


2.8!? 


15.8!? 


7.4.? 


StixV Skills Counseling 


66.1!? 


68.4!? 


52.95? 


Career or Educational 
Planning Counseling 


70.1!? 


57.95? 


55 9!? 


Making Friends 


13.2S5 


26.3!? 


13.25? 


Marriage or Couple 
Counseling 


1.3!? 


15.62 


7.4!? 


General Stress 

Reduction Counseling 


8 7!? 


15.855 


162!? 


Chemical Dependenc/ 
Counseling 


1.65S 


15.8!? 


4.4!? 


Test or Speech Anxiety 
Counseling 


13.25? 


15.8!? 


19 ]% 


Other Counseling 


1 1!? 


15 85? 


7.4!? 
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TABLE 15 

MICROCOMPUTER AND COMPOSITION INFORMATION 



LD 
(N-21) 



Non-LD 
(N«73) 



EXPERIENCE WITH I1ICR0C0MPUTERS 
Nooc(O) 

lilUe-some (1-3) 
More than some (A - 6) 



58.1!! 
57. IX 



35.6!! 
37.0X 
27.4!! 



TYPE OF MICRO HAVE USED 
None 
Apple lie 
ttscinLosh 
IBM 
Other 



38.1JS 
38.156 
9.5% 
0.0% 
4.^% 



35 .5X 
475!! 

1.75! 

5. IX 
102X 



DIFFICULTY OF WRITING. Mean 

SO: 

(1-7 code, with l=extremely (Jimcull) 



3.57 
1.47 



4.16 
1.17 



HAVE THE FatOWINS WRITING PROBLEM. 
Grammar 
Punctuation 
Handwriting 
Spelling 
Forming Ideas 
Composing 



47 .6X 
85.7!! 
28 .6X 
85.7!! 
33.3R 
57.1!! 



30.1X 
41.1? 
17.8X 
35.6!! 
30.1X 
38.45? 



JAN/MAR 



MARCH 



MAY 





LD 
N= 21 


Non-ID 
N=73 


LD 
N=17 


Non-ID 
N=39 


LD 
N=13 


Non-LD 
N=38 


ABILITY TO USE A TYPEWRITER 
Mean 
SO. 


?.50 
.88 


3.20 
.92 










ABILITY TO USE A WORD PROCESSOR 
Mean 

SD. 


3.20 
1 47 


3.73 
1.35 


3.88 
.60 


3.86 
.70 


4.08 
.64 


3 97 
.64 


ABILITY TO ORGANIZE FACTS Af® 
IDEAS TO SUPPORT YOUR VIEWS 
Mean 
SD. 


2 95 
.95 


341 
.84 


3.82 
.62 


3 8-1 
70 


3.85 
.55 


3 76 
.59 



ERIC 



Evoliiotion Report 



79 



III - 24 



Leorning Disabled College Writers' Project 



1985-86 



Table 15. contirnwd 



JAN/MAR 
LD Non-ID 
N-21 N-73 



MARCH 
LD Non-LD 
N-;7 N-39 



LD Non-ID 
N-13 



ABILITY TO KEEP OTHERS' INTEREST 
WHEN YOU ARE TELLING A STORY 

Mean 

SO 



3.50 3.48 
.89 79 



3.82 3.84 
62 .70 



3.92 3 66 
.76 .81 



ABILITY TO COMMUNICATE THROUGH 
WRITTtN LETTERS 

Mean 

SO. 



3 10 3.85 
125 .79 



ABILITY TO COMMIWICATI T>«OUGH 
WRITTcN REPORTS 

Mean 
SO 



2 95 3.56 
t.10 L9 



3.59 3.84 
LO .74 



3.85 3.95 
L9 f>\ 



IMPROVEr^NT IN ABILITY TO WRITE 
WHEN YOU USE A TYPEWRITER 
Mean 

SO: 



2B0 3.58 
124 1.05 



irf>ROVErENT INABILITY TO WRITE 
WHEN YOU USE A WORD PROCESSOR 
Mean: 
SO. 



4 05 4 44 
1.43 126 



4 18 4.15 
.62 .66 



423 4 58 
.60 .55 



ABILITY TO SUCCESS IN WRITING OR 
C(^POSITION aASSES 

Mean. 
SO 



3.30 3.72 
92 .74 



4 06 4.00 
.43 .55 



4 08 4.29 
49 57 



ERIC 



Cvoluotion Report 



80 



III - 25 



